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On Sunday, April 3, 1960, Father Dennis J. Bennett informed his rather 
staid, affluent parishioners at St. Mark’s Episcopal Church in Van Nuys, 
California, that he had recently “found” a new religious experience. The 
Holy Spirit, he said, had granted him the “gift of tongues. ” the miracu¬ 
lous ability tp speak a language he had never learned. The incident 
aroused a controversy that led to Bennett’s resignation and his reassign¬ 
ment to St. Luke’s Church in Seattle, a tiny inner-city mission. 1 

But that was not the end of the matter. An interest in speaking in 
tongues and other “gifts of the Spirit” soon gave rise to a new “charis¬ 
matic” movement, at first in the Episcopal Church, and then elsewhere. 
Bennett’s story was picked up by local newspapers and by national peri¬ 
odicals, including Time. By the spring of 1963 the existence of a “charis¬ 
matic revival” was widely acknowledged. Within all the major Protestant 
denominations, in the Roman Catholic Church, and in several colleges 
and seminaries, including Yale, small groups of believers met to speak in 
tongues and to lay hands on one another for healing and “casting out 
devils.” Special denominational committees were formed to study the de¬ 
velopment, reports and resolutions were issued concerning it, and leading 
churchmen pronounced publicly upon it, usually in varying degrees of 
condemnation or condescension. In the years since, the Charismatic 
movement in the churches has continued to grow, especially in the 
Roman Catholic Church. 2 

The roots of this Charismatic revival, as many discovered to their\ 
surprise, lay in a religious movement that had been in existence for more 
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. than half a century. The recent Charismatic or “neo-Pentecostal” move- 
^ ment is but a small by-product of an older Pentecostal movement that is 
the subject-ofThis study. 

^ The problem of defining one’s subject matter is particularly acute for 
! the student of Pentecostalism. The usual definition proposed by Pentecos¬ 
tal writers, and accepted by many others, has been purely doctrinal. The 
movement, they say, is characterized by its unique teaching that “speak¬ 
ing in tongues is the initial, physical evidence of Baptism in the Holy 
Spirit.” 3 As will become clear in the following pages, however, this doc¬ 
trine was not developed in that form until a dozen years after theJ906 
Los Angeles revival that marked the rise of the movement to national and 
A international significance. And, at that time, this doctrine was the oc¬ 
casion for a ^iVisiorT in the movement because not all Pentecostals ac¬ 
cepted it, nor do all accept it today. 4 

Martin Marty is closer to the truth when he maintains that Pen- 
•f tecostalism’s distinctive feature is the pr actic eTjbf speaking in tongues, 
y,V that is, beh avior , not doctrine, is decisive. 5 Some difficulties are pre- 
" sented by this definition because other non-Pentecostal groups like the 
\ Irvingites and the Mormons have practiced speaking in tongues. How¬ 
ever, tongue-speaking has not held the same central position in the struc¬ 
ture and function of these other groups that it has in Pentecostalism. 

Pentecostalism should be viewed as a specific form of a general class 
of ecstatic religions, and also, initially, of a general class of millenarian 
movements—each of which classes includes a very wide spectrum of 
Christian and non-Christian religions over the course of human history. I 
have tried to suggest both the similarities and dissimilarities between Pen¬ 
tecostalism and these other movements. 

My working definition has been that Pentecostalism is a movement that 
emerged on the world scene in 1906 during a Los Angeles (fevivap in 
which speaking in tongues was regarded as a sign of Baptism in the Spirit 
r for the individual, a sign of a Second Pentecost for the Church, and a 
| sign of the immiment Second Coming of Christ. I have designated as 
4 ^*Pentecostal” all groups, by whatever name they may use, whq se origin s 
can be,tracedlfr that revival . — 

^ This study is limited to the formati ve ph ase of the Pentecostal move¬ 
ment from the late nineteenth century to the earl>n~930^s: TRe^ggressjon v/ 
years were years of phenomenal growth for the Pentecostals, but by then 
the movement had entered a different stage of development; much of the 
spontaneous element had become ritualized and what had been a fluid 
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movement had l argely crystallized into a number of denomination s. 
While my primary focus has been on Pentecostalism as a social move- 
ment, I have been ever mindful of the interaction between thedlog^al)and 
sociological influences, between ideas and action.- j 

There are several reasons for giving the Pentecostals a more prominent 
place in the historic record than they have so far been granted. First, the 
sh eer dimension s ^ the movement clamor for scholarly investigation and 
explanation. There are today literally scores of Pentecostal denominations v 
and millions of Pentecostal believers scattered all around the world. In \ 
the United States alone there are about 150 known Pentecostal organiza- ) 
tions with a total membership of well over two million. In addition, there / 
are unknown numbers of completely autonomous Pentecostal congrega¬ 
tions meeting in private homes, rented halls, and store-fronts across the 
nation. Moreover, the v itality of th e movement is attested to by its con- \ 
tinued growth in the United States, its impressive success in the underde- / 


veloped regions abroad, and its recent inroads into the establish 
churches. 6 ^ of |fW<?anVcA> 




Second, a thorough study of the Pentecostal movement woula have 
clear implicationsHfer-our-undeistagci ^ ^ 

religion. The Pentecostals have^always prided themselves on their com¬ 
mitment to what they believe to be the “fundamentals” of historic Chris- 
tian orthodoxy. Since the late 1920’s when it declined to relative unim- U\ v 
portance within the major denominations. Fundamentalism has beenf^ 


portance within the major denominations. Fundamentalism has beenf^ 
perpetuated as strongly by the Penteeestal-ehurdies^byany others. Any . 

analysis of Fundamentalism must necessarily take the Pentec ostaLmove- 
ment into consideration, but thislias hardly been the caseTWhen this is 
done, however, the inadequacies of existing historical interpretations aL p 
Fundamentalism will be readily apparent. 7 l^\5 &Q ^ i 


'pThe almos t totally apolitical character of the Pentecostal movem ent, for 
example, raises serious questions about the interpretation of Fun¬ 
damentalism as an essentially political movement. Pentecostals did in¬ 
deed take delight in the political battles of other Fundamentalists who 
tried to impose Fundamentalist theological views on the major denomina¬ 
tions, and Fundamentalist “moral standards” (prohibition and anti-evolu¬ 
tion legislation) on the larger society. But the Pentecostals themselves 
showed little inclination to leave the sidelines and join the fray directly. 
The Pent ecostals regarded both state and church as incurably corrupt, a b- 
stained from political activity aimed at altering them, and placed their 
hopes for change in an imminent Second Coming. 
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Interpretations of Fundamentalism which identify it as primarily theo¬ 
logical in nature must take into account a Pente costal doctrinal spectrum 
of such variety and complexity that even unitarianism may bcTfotfnd 
within it. Even if it could be agreed that there is some common theologi¬ 
cal thread uniting all Fundamentalists, our understanding of the move¬ 
ment on that basis alone would be deficient, for the Pentecostals are not 
J the only Fundamentalists who regard experience, not theology, as of 
'primary importance in the religious life. Most Fundamentalists and all 
Pentecostals believe that the “new birth” experience, 8 not doctrinal be¬ 
lief, makes one a Christian. Whitejaany Pentecostals consider acceptance 
of certain doctrines, like the “fjyejjoints,” 9 a necessary condition for 
salvation, none would think this sufficient—the same may be said of 
many other Fundamentalists. S 

Our understanding of the Fundamentalist movement has been greatly 
advanced by the work of Ernest Sandeen, who has laid bare its con- 
0 nections with millenari^iisnLancLthe Princeton theology. Sandeen charac- 
rizes the Fundamentalist movement as a “seltcimscious^tructured, 
ong4ived, dynamic entity with recognized l eade rship, periodicals and 
greetings.” 10 Yet, if the Pentecostals were not fully a part of the “en¬ 
tity,” they had nevertheless very clear connections with it. They fully 
subscribed to all the basic tenets of Fundamentalism, they recognized the 
authority of the same leaders (in all matters except their pronouncements 
on the Pentecostal movement), they read their periodicals, and they at¬ 
tended their meetings. Therefore, despite the initial hostility of the main 
body of Fundamentalists to the Pentecostals, it seems to me that the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement should be regarded as a part of the Fundamentalist 
movement. Indeed, Sandeen’s assertion that the closest institutional par¬ 
allel to Fundamentalism is Puritanism, rightly opens the door for this in¬ 
terpretation. Initially, Pentecostals stood in somewhat the same rela¬ 
tionship to other Fundamentalists as the Quakers did to other Puritans. 
After all, the Fundamentalists had no real grounds for condemning the 
Pentecostals, since they merely carried Biblical literalism—the bedrock 
of Fundamentalism—to its logical conclusion. Appropriately, when the 
main body of Fundamentalists ultimately organized as the National Asso¬ 
ciation of Evangelicals in 1948, they included the Pentecostals. Only a 
hard core of Fundamentalists, organized as the American Council of 
Churches, has persisted in refusing to acknowledge the Fundamentalist 
character of Pentecostalism. 

A third reason for examining the Pentecostal movement lies in the light 
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it throws upon a vast subculture in America that is no less real simply 
because its outlines are obscure. What I have in mind is a subculture, or 
perhaps more accurately a co nstellation of subc,ultures,~that is.described 
only in part by words like “hill-billy,” “rural,” “small town,” 
“country and western,” “Southern,” and “Midwestern.” S uch labe ls 
over-emphasize the differences between the life-styles referred do^-and 
create an illusion or geograpmcaTisolation that does little justice to the 
facts. It seems to me that these terms refer to the remnants of an older, 
rural-agrarian culture whose dominance began to wane more than a cen¬ 
tury ago. Yet, while consistently and increasingly overshadowed by the 
newer, urban-industrial culture, this-olderlife-s^le has survivecLia vary¬ 
ing degrees and in modified fornis^rrairpartToTthe nation, and has in¬ 
teracted in complex ways wit h the do minant style. 

One aspect of this plder subculture is its consistent commitment to 
“the old-time religion,” The Pentecostal movement was one attempt 
among many tcTpreserve or restate what was believed to be the old-time 
religion, and as such it was an authentic expression of that older, folkish 
culture. However differently it has been defined, the old-time relig ion <r 
stands in unmistakable contrast to the liber al, intellectual, and^ocially 
oriented religioirtM^ Protestantism—or at 

least, its leadership. Dogmatic, emotional, often intolerant, anti-intellec-^ 
tual, and tribal, the thrust of the old-time religion is almost diametrically 
opposed to that of the major denominations. ^ 

Moreover, despite innumerable variations, there is a s tyle of worshi p 
common to believers in the old-time religion that differs from that of thfyjiwj 
mainline denominations and reflects the ethos of its folkish tradition. Ste¬ 
reotyped preaching, praying, and “testifying,” in a simple, stra ifiht- 
forward, sentimental, often “folksy” manner, are characteristi c. So, to o. 
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is its musicology that combines hymns oFThfT mournful “Old Rugged 
Cross” type with those of the hand-clapping “Give Me That Old-Time 
Religion” variety, and leans more toward “honky-tonk” piano, guitar, 
banjo, and tambourine th^ 

Indeed, 


folk culture 


id tambourine th^n-toThe orgaiK 

, it is in the^fealm of musicjnat the cross-currents within thi^^^ 
jre and its iWraGtion with the larger culture_are most clearly . 


larger cultui£_aie most clearly 
discerned. The precise connections between the h ^mnolog v^of the old 
time religion and jazz, “country and western,” foUcTrockTand folk-rock 
are clearly suggested by Louis “Satchmo” Armstrong’s assertion that 
rock came straight out of A.M.E. Zion by way of jazz, by Elvis Presley’s 
Pentecostal upbringing, and by the testimony of the ear. 
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Fourth, through a study of the Pentecostal movement, we may gain an 
insight into the roots of religion as emotional experience and expression. 
In the ecstatic flow of Pentecostal “rongu^sy there echoes the cry of end¬ 
less generations of worshippers -fconfcountless religions since the 
emergence of the human race. In the soul-shattering elemental peak-ex¬ 
perience that Pentecostals call “Baptism in the Holy Spirit,” there is mir¬ 
rored an age-old struggle of men and women to possess and be possessed 
by supernatural power. 

To have^dured-^oJojig,-to_bejcontinually_j:evived in new forms like 
jj Pente costal ism, to thrive even in the centers of modem urban cul tureCS?- 
rf ^static religion must satisfy human needs that are widespread indeed. It 
y, 0 ; may^blf that behind the Pentecostal determination to seize and be seized 
the Holy Spirit in “the Baptism,” behind the forms and content of all 
My ecstatic religious experience, there lies a common human urge to seize 
and be filled with life itself. Yet, while the capacity to achieve ecstasy is 
probably universal, or nearly so, it would be a mistake to leap from this 
to the conclusion that ecstatic religion is rooted in a human nature com¬ 
mon to all men. I doubt that such a fixed and constant human nature ex¬ 
ists, and in any event, an appeal to such has no explanatory value. I think 
it better to view ecstatic religion as one way substantial numbers of peo¬ 
ple in varying circumstances have interacted with their material and social 
environment. 

Finally, and very important from my perspective, we can learn from 
the study of the Pentecostal movement something about the way in which 
movements of the “disinherited” that arise out of protest against the 
social order are transformed into religious forces that serve to perpetuate 
that order. 

In this study I have attempted to determine what kinds of ppoplp- in 
what ki nds of circumstances beca me^Pentecostals. and how Pen- 
tecostalism helped them and hinderej-them-in_dealing with those circum¬ 
stances. I have tried to understand 'Cfrom the inside^Jhe motivations of the 
Pentecostals as individuals and asSr^reuprTtaFThave been equally con¬ 
cerned with understanding Pentecostal ism from the outside. I have tried 
to determine the historic intellectual and social sources of the movement, 
of which the Pentecostals themselves were unaware but which were more 
determinative of the movement than the ideologies and intentions that 
filled their consciousness. In short, I have been as much interested in th^ 
historic background and social context in which the Pentecostal con- 1 
sciousness took shape as in that consciousness itself. I have tried to assess 
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the social functions of the movement for its adherents and for the larger 
society. 

Whatever else it may be, rel igion is a cultural too l by w hich man 
adapts to his material, social, and psychic environment. Because of this, 
the specific form of any religion is largely determined by the particular 
cultural tradition, particular social milieu, and particular psychic structure 
of its adherents. As an ada ptive mechanism . dach religion must adjust to 
change in each of these aspects of the lives of its adherents. Therefore, 
only a broadly conceived social history can adequately deal with any par -jy 
ticular religion. This is the perspective^hat guided me in my studyjrf the 0 
Pentecostal movement. t 

^—-- " Oq/A’ c, -‘‘ 



I 


The Charismatic Tradition 


'''-In his classic work on religion, the German theologian-Rudolf Otto main- 
v f tained that the “real innermost core of all religion ” is a “unique original 
feeling response,” a^ense^ of the “aweful, 1 * incomprehensible, and over- 
^ powering qualities of existence; a response that is wholly emotional and 
^ devoid of all moral and rational elements. In its raw, elemental state the 
religious consciousness conceives of its object as a blind and overpower¬ 
ing force, or a spirit. The goal of the religious impulse is possession of 
and by this spirit, and the means to that end are often crudely mystical, 
x ent husiastic , magical, and orgiastic. 1 ~ 

V Christianity, no less tfiarfother religions, has been engaged in a peren- 
f' nial struggle to contain this prinytive impulse^without destroying its cre¬ 
ative potential. The struggle began in the earliest years of the Christian 
era, for the Apostolic Church was, among other things, a c ommun ity of 
the_Spirit, 2 and the atmosphere of its worship is perhaps most nearly ap¬ 
proximated today in storefront Pentecostal missions. From its origins, the 
Church has lived in a state of enduring tension betweenjhe_charismatic 
and the instit utional, freed om and order, emotion and intellect. 

The Church has usually been able to moderate and contain the effects 
of enthusiastic movements within its ranks. But from time to time the 
charismatic has triumphed over the institutional, and small groups have 
broken away to heed the wooing of the Spirit. 3 In these charismatic, 
Spirit-centered movements the expression of religious experience has 
taken forms well known to students of primitive religion and revivalism. 
Ascetic and orgiastic techniques are cultivated to achieve ecstasy in the 
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belief that unusual psychological and physical states are synonymous with 
possession of or by the Spirit. Worship is characterized by overt emo¬ 
tional expression and a wide range of unusual phenomena like the loss of 
feelings in certain parts of the body, falling into catalepsy and trance, vi¬ 
sual and auditory hallucinations, clapping, stamping, leaping, running, 
climbing, falling, rolling, and jerking. 4 Strange and unusual vocaliza¬ 
tions, mysterious, ambiguou^,-and“nnintelligible speech have often been 
regarded as evidence of th/^Numemy or divine presence. Such speech / 
disorders are but one type of~a-gefieral class of motor dysfunctions that w' 
includes crying, sighing and groaning, stuttering, barking and crowing, 
complete muteness, and sustained automatic discourse. //ydU- t 
The common feature of these varied phenomena is that they are carriecr Jr f - 
out in an automatic, involuntary way that convinces those who exhibit y J\\. 
them and often onlookers as well that they are being controlled by some \p 
force beyond themselves. For this reason such behavior has long been^ 
considered a n i ndication of possessibiTby some~spirit, good or evil.! 


y 


Belief in spirit possession often leads to altered states of consciousness 
that produce unusual psychological and physical effects. Since these ef- f 
fects are dissociated from full consciousness, they are perceived as com- ^ 
ing from some external, supernatural force. Thus, the consequences of 
the belief in spirit possession confirm that belief ancl thercircle of faith-is 
closed,... w K $ • 0 ^ W f < y y £ 

Since at least the time of Plato, speaking in tongues has been recog- 
nized as ecstaficsgeech; "speech that is dissociated from thought and 
flows forth involuntarily and automatically. The conclusion that the^^ 
tongu e-speaker is iiL an-alterecLstate of-conseiousness is supported by the 
consensus of those historians, sociologists, anthropologists, theologians, * 
psychologists, psychiatrists, and/neurophysiologists who have studied thfefMy^ 

phenomenon. 6 1 -(/WV " ^ ^ Q ' W' \jr 

Possession and trance are not necessarily connected, although they 
often are. 7 In the early Pentecostal movement there is little doubt that 
they almost always were. Speaking in tongues was believed to be speak¬ 
ing in a state of consciousness that was altered because of possession by 
the Holy Spirit. The expectation of the early Pentecostals was that the 
state of the speaker as well as his “words” would make it obvious to all 
that he was indeed possessed by or “filled” with the Holy Spirit. It is 
clear that speaking in tongues was an ecstatic phenomenon in the early 
years of the movement because it was accompanied by the emotional ex¬ 
cesses and gross physical behaviorisms that are typical of crisis cults of 
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\ the deprived. It is less clear today because these secondary features have 
Hpeen greatly minimized (where they have not disappeared altogether) as 
the natural consequence of the Pentecostals’ gradual conformity to 
mi ddle-class standards of “respectabili ty.” The neo-Pentecostals ^ be¬ 
cause they were predominantly middle-class adherents of mainline de¬ 
nominations from the outset and have largely remained there, have rarely 
displayed obvious ecstatic behaviorisms. For all the attenuation of the 
grosser secondary ecstatic phenomena, however, possession belief and 
ecstatic trance have been mutually reinforcing and all but inextricable in 
the minds of Pentecostals, old and new alike. 

The words “possession” and “trance” and the psychological states 
they represent have had a distinctly negative connotation in Western cul¬ 
ture until their recent positive evaluation by “counterculture radicals.” 
f Because of this, Pentecostals and neo-Pentecostals insist that they are not 
possessed and not in trance, ecstasy, or any other altered state of con¬ 
sciousness. But the internal evidence of their own descriptions of the ex¬ 
perience belies their protestations. “I t is not ye that speak,” proclaime d 
an early Pentecostal, periodicals” buUthe Holy Ghost, _and _he_wilLspeak 
when He chooses^^ . When singing or speaking in tongues, your mind 
does not take any part in it. ” 8 In a work widely recognized by Pentecos¬ 
tals as one of the most authoritative statements of Pentecostal doctrine 
and experience, we are told that the Baptism in the Spirit with speaking 
\ in tongues “is God’s method whereby the Holy Spirit may possess men 
4completely and be able to control them.” 9 A prominent neo-Pentecostal 
y Isays, “At a given point in this experience the seeker finds his tongue 
\being taken over and a new language being formed by a power other than 
fiis own. . . . These expressions are given apart from the processes of 
ought.” 10 

Every Pentecostal and neo-Pentecostal tongue-speaker insists that he is 
speaking under the control, power, or influence of the Holy Spirit. It is 
not he himself who speaks, or at least not he alone, but the Holy Spirit 
who speaks through him or with him. He believes this because he feels 
himself to be under the control of some power other than his own. What 
the Pentecostals themselves describe is precisely Spirit possession, 
though they express it in different terms. 

Some observers accept the Pentecostals’ view of the matter, some attri¬ 
bute the speech to diabolical spirits, and some to madness. Yet nearly all 
agree with the tongue-speaker that he is under the control of something 
other than himself because he appears so. Practitioners and observers of 
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tongue-speaking arrive at these beliefs because the tongue-speaker is in 
an altered state of consciousness 11 which gives the illusion of the pres¬ 
ence of some force external to himself. The state may be called “Baptism 
in the Spirit,” ecstasy, trance, hypnosis, or dissociation, but these are 
merely different terms for similar forms of the same basic psychological 
mechanism: the alteration of consciousness from its normal, ordinary, 
day-to-day state. Pentecostals, old and new, clearly regard speaking in 
tongues as “possession trance”; their objection is to the words, not to the 
reality they represent. 

Those few students of the subject who insist that a person speaking in 
tongues is usually in a perfectly normal state of consciousness 12 fail to 
recognize that altered states of consciousness run the full gamut from near 
full consciousness to complete unconsciousness. Thus, many experienced 
tongue-speakers are able to enter a state of dissociation with such little ef¬ 
fort that neither they nor others are aware of the change. Yet the underly¬ 
ing alteration of consciousness is normally there, as it is in the case of all 
automatic behavior. As the anthropologist Felicitas Goodman rightly 
states, “the glossolalia utterance [is] superimposed . . . upon the sub¬ 
stratum of the hyperarousal dissociation,” 13 but any other form of auto¬ 
matic behavior could as well be superimposed upon that state. 

Goodman has demonstrated that there is a cross-cultural regularity in 
the intonation curve of tongue-speech. This striking uniformity strongly 
supports Goodman’s contention that there is also a uniformity in the 
neurophysiological state of those who speak in tongues—a theory pro¬ 
posed by George Barton Cutten nearly fifty years ago and given added 
weight by the work of William Sargant twenty years ago. 14 Yet, so far, 
this theory has not been scientifically demonstrated. Studies designed to 
measure altered states by electro-encephalographic readings have been in¬ 
conclusive. “There are,” concludes one authority on altered states, “re¬ 
ally no verifiable objective or subjective criteria that may be used to de¬ 
termine when hypnosis [or, as the context shows, any other altered state] 
is or is not present.” We must therefore rely solely upon the testimony of 
those who have experienced altered states and those who have observed 
them. 15 In the case of Pentecostal and neo-Pentecostal tongue-speakers, 
the internal evidence of such testimony is overwhelmingly in favor of 
concluding that they are normally in an altered state of consciousness. 

It must be conceded, of course, that speaking in tongues may be imi¬ 
tated successfully by people who are not in an altered state. From the 
beginning of the Pentecostal movement to the present, seekers of the 
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“Baptism” have been encouraged to imitate tongue-speech because of 
the intuitive realization that the simulation of ecstatic movements facili¬ 
tates the induction of ecstasy itself. The critical point to be recognized 
here is that in order to be considered a tongue-speaker a person must con¬ 
vince others, and usually himself, that he is not speaking by his own 
power. He must feel himself to be in an altered state or, at least, appear 
to be so to others. No speech, whatever its form or content, will be iden¬ 
tified as speaking in tongues by Pentecostals or neo-Pentecostals if it is 
believed to be delivered in a state of ordinary day-to-day consciousness. 
The tongue-speaker must, in Pentecostal terminology, be speaking “in 
the Spirit,” and not “in the Flesh.” 

In short, speaking in tongues is speaking in an actual state of altered 
consciousness or in an imputed one. The speaker may or may not be in a 
psychologically defined state of altered consciousness (which as we have 
seen cannot be unambiguously and objectively determined anyway), but 
he must be in a culturally defined state of altered consciousness. 

In his superb study of ecstatic religion, the anthropologist I. M. Lewis 
suggests a formula that makes perfect sense: “If someone is, in his own 
cultural milieu, generally considered to be in a state of spirit possession, 
then he (or she) is possessed.” 16 What is true of possession is equally 
true for all of its expressions, including speaking in tongues. If a person 
says he speaks in tongues and others agree with him, then he is speaking 
in tongues, regardless of his actual psychological state and regardless of 
what he may say. Short of this, the student of tongue-speaking will be led 
into a futile and fruitless attempt to distinguish between “authentic” and 
“inauthentic” speaking in tongues on the basis of criteria other than cul¬ 
tural and historical. Such distinction is inappropriate for the scholar who 
seeks to approximate scientific objectivity. Pentecostals themselves dis¬ 
tinguish between the “true” speaking in tongues and speaking in tongues 
that is mere imitation, “of the flesh,” or “of the devil,” but the clas¬ 
sification of any particular incidence of tongues is determined by the 
shifting norms and prejudices of particular Pentecostals, who often dis¬ 
agree with one another because it is a purely subjective distinction. 

Most of us who have been raised in the highly rationalized atmosphere 
of modem urban culture are prone to believe that those who cultivate 
non-rational and ecstatic experiences must be mentally ill or, in some 
sense, abnormal.” Because of this, a brief word on the mental and emo¬ 
tional health of tongue-speakers seems in order. While the data on the 
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psychological health of tongue-speakers are somewhat ambiguous, it ap¬ 
pears that for the most part they fall within the “normal” range. 17 They 
tend, however, to be persons who have experienced a greater amount of 
stress in life than most and are, therefore, more dependent, more sugges¬ 
tible, more neurotic, and more inadequate in interpersonal relations than 
the general population. 18 Speaking in tongues may, of course, be experi¬ 
enced by any normal person since dissociation in varying degrees is com¬ 
mon to all people, but that does not mean that an otherwise “normal’ 
person is in a normal state at the time he dissociates and engages in 
speaking in tongues or any other form of automatic behavior. Whatever 
the state of their mental and psychological health in ordinary day-to-day 
life, tongue-speakers are, while engaged in speaking in tongues, in an al¬ 
tered state, with few exceptions. 

The belief in and practice of ecstatic possession may or may not be 
healthy, depending upon the cultural norms of the society in which they 
occur. 19 Where possession and ecstasy are culturally normal, as in many 
Asian, African, and Latin American cultures, Pentecostalism is fully nor¬ 
mal and healthy—a fact that goes far toward explaining why the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement has had so much more success in these areas than in 
the United States and Europe. In America, however, this belief and this 
practice have been neither culturally nor statistically normal. Therefore, 
while Pentecostals as individuals may be categorized as “normal” on the 
basis of certain accepted psychological criteria, Pentecostal/sm, with 
some justification, has been regarded as unhealthy by the wider society, 
or at best only marginally healthy. It seems to me, however, that Pen¬ 
tecostalism might better be regarded, like a fever in the human body, as a 
symptom of some unhealthiness in the American social body. From this 
perspective, Pentecostalism, far from being a disease, is an attempt to 
regain health, a struggle against some illness in the larger society. 

With few exceptions, American Pentecostal spokesmen have consis- f 
tently claimed that all speaking in tongues is speaking in a language j 
previously unknown to the speaker. It might be an extant language, a 
dead language, the language of angels, or a divine language, but always a \ 
language and not unintelligible jargon. 20 Initially the Pentecostals be¬ 
lieved that all speaking in tongues was speaking in a known foreign lan¬ 
guage. As W. T. Gaston, later Chairman of the Assemblies of God, said, 
“all supernatural tongues are unknown tongues to the speaker of 
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them, but may be understood by the hearer—will be, if a foreigner is in 
the house whose native tongue is spoken.” 21 By the mid-20*s the notion 
of “angelic” and “heavenly” or “divine” languages was added. 22 

European Pentecostals, however, have not been dogmatic on this point. 
T. B. Barratt, chief founder of the Pentecostal movement in Scandinavia, 
hinted as early as 1908 at the possibility that some speaking in tongues 
might be unintelligible when he distinguished between “the rhapsodic 
speaking in tongues” and the “gift of tongues.” 23 Dutch Pentecostal 
G. R. Polman stated that most Pentecostal speaking in tongues was unin¬ 
telligible and that speaking in foreign languages was rare in the move¬ 
ment. English Pentecostal leader Donald Gee concurred in this view. 24 
Some American neo-Pentecostals lean to the European view. Samarin 
found that of sixty-nine contemporary tongue-speakers, fifty believed 
thay were speaking a human language, three believed they were speaking 
a “heavenly language,” and sixteen doubted that they were speaking any 
language. 25 

Here we must introduce an important distinction between two notions 
or speaking in tongues: glossolalia and xenoglossy. The term “glos- 
4olalia” is used today to refer both to unintelligible vocalization and to 
the miraculous use of language the speaker has never learned. To avoid 
this ambiguity some scholars have limited the use of the term glossolalia 
to unintelligible vocalization only, and have adopted the term xenoglossy 
for speaking in a language unknown to the speaker. 

When American Pentecostals use the term glossolalia, they almost 
always mean xenoglossy, but their claims to xenoglossy are unsupported. 
In the earliest years of the Pentecostal movement, the German scholar 
Mosiman carefully investigated many cases of Pentecostal tongue-speech 
in Chicago and in several cities in Germany. Not once did he hear any 
foreign language, nor was he able to authenticate a single claim that any 
tongue-speaker had spoken in a language previously unknown to him. 
This same conclusion had been reached in the 1830’s by several linguists 
who studied the tongue-speech of Mary Campbell, the Scotswoman who 
inspired the Irvingite movement. For seventy years now nearly every 
non-Pentecostal observer of tongue-speakers has recognized its non- 
linguistic, “gibberish” character. 26 

Until the recent neo-Pentecostal movement no objective studies of the 
actual content of tongue-speech existed. So far, studies now completed or 
in progress have concluded that speaking in tongues is incoherent, repeti¬ 
tive syllabification having neither the form nor the structure of human 
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speech, A study analyzing the tape-recorded tongue-speech of some sixty 
persons in Southern California showed that none spoke a word of any 
known language and that when the same tape was “interpreted” by sev¬ 
eral persons claiming the “gift of interpretation,” no two interpretations 
were at all similar. William E. Welmers, Professor of African languages 
at UCLA, arrived at the same conclusion on the basis of his investiga¬ 
tions. A group of government linguists listened to the tape-recorded 
tongue-speech of Harold Bredesen, a neo-Pentecostal leader who claimed 
to speak Polish and Coptic Egyptian, and found no resemblance to any 
language. Bredesen’s tongue-speech was also analyzed by a conference 
of linguists in Toronto who together had done field work in over 150 
aboriginal languages in more than 25 countries. They found it had a 
“very high repetition of individual sounds and syllables,” and concluded 
it was “highly improbable that this is a human language.” John Sherrill, 
journalist and convert to neo-Pentecostalism, played some forty different 
samples of tongue-speech for a group of six linguists from Columbia Uni¬ 
versity, Union Theological Seminary, and General Theological Seminary, 
who agreed unanimously that none spoke any words of any language. All 
of this corroborates what early observers of the Pentecostal movement 
concluded on the basis of their subjective impressions. 27 

The most thorough linguistic analysis of speaking in tongues has been 
made by William J. Samarin. Samarin found that none of the numerous 
cases of tape-recorded tongue-speech that he meticulously analyzed in¬ 
volved anything more than an occasional word or phrase of a foreign lan¬ 
guage, which anyone could have picked up. Moreover, without excep¬ 
tion, the tongue-speech of Samarin’s respondents lacked all of the 
elements essential to any language, even a hypothetical or newly created 
one: vocabulary, grammar, syntax, and a systematically related phono¬ 
logical-semantic structure. He concluded that speaking in tongues bears 
“no systematic resemblance to any natural language, living or dead,” al¬ 
though it has some superficial similarities to language. 28 

Samarin chose to include in his study only those instances of tongue- 
speech that were phonologically structured and that superficially resem¬ 
bled language. But while his is a good enough description of the form of 
tongues cultivated among Pentecostals today, it is inadequate as a univer¬ 
sal definition. Historically, nearly every form of vocalization known to 
man has been considered speaking in tongues, because it is not the form 
or content of the speech itself but the attribution of it to some outside 
power that is the criterion for identification. The linguistic character of 
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tongue-speech is not necessarily different from that of vocalization in 
general. It is not even limited to speech, but includes any sound that can 
proceed from a human mouth. 29 

Speaking in tongues is a cultural phenomenon that cannot be reduced 
to a psychological or linguistic phenomenon merely. It need not and 
probably will not lend itself, without exception, to any uniform 
psychological or linguistic definition. The only acceptable historical defi¬ 
nition is that speaking in tongues is any vocalization uttered in an actual 
"or imputed state of altered consciousness that is attributed by some group 
to a spirit or power other than the speaker. 

Yet, while there is no reliable evidence to support them, the tes¬ 
timonies of hundreds of Pentecostals who say that they heard people 
speak languages they had never learned and did not know they were 
speaking cannot all be simply dismissed as self-conscious fabrications. 
Neither, however, should they be uncritically accepted as true, since all 
the testimonies derive from Pentecostal believers. Where it is asserted 
that non-Pentecostals confirmed the real linguisticality of tongue-speech, 
these witnesses are either unnamed, cannot be found, or are incompetent 
to judge. 30 The only reliable evidence is the growing volume of recorded 
tongue-speech which in every single instance flatly and unambiguously 
contradicts Pentecostal claims to xenoglossy. 

How then can the Pentecostal testimonies be explained? Thomas 
Sporri, professor of psychiatry at the University of Berne, believes that 
tongue-speech is similar to that of people who can imitate the melodic ac¬ 
cent and rhythm of a language without having learned it, in a way that is 
convincing to all but linguists. 31 A more plausible explanation may be 
found, as Mosiman suggested, if we shift our focus from the tongue- 
speaker to those who hear him. The Pentecostal hears what he has been 
led to expect and what he wants to hear. The numerous “appearances of 
Mary” and UFO sightings are widely acknowledged to be mass visual 
hallucinations and are not uncommon. Why should we not also acknowl¬ 
edge mass auditory hallucinations? Short of discounting Pentecostal eye¬ 
witness reports as simple deceptions, this seems to be the only satisfac¬ 
tory explanation for them. 

One final point should be made. We must recognize the possibility of 
someone’s speaking a foreign language which he has never consciously 
learned but to which he has been exposed. George Barton Cutten cited 
several reasonably well-attested instances of this phenomenon, 32 but the 
most spectacular and best authenticated of all such cases is that of Helene 
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Smith, who spoke Sanskrit and manufactured a whole new language 
while in trance. Through painstaking analysis, Thomas Flournoy showed 
that Helene Smith had been exposed to Sanskrit, and also was able to 
trace her private language to the previously known sources from which it 
was created. 33 Ian Stevenson, director of the division of parapsychology 
at the University of Virginia, has made a comprehensive review of all 
published cases of alleged xenoglossy and has also made a detailed study 
of an American woman who spoke Swedish. 34 Despite Stevenson’s insis¬ 
tence that the woman had never been exposed to the Swedish language 
before, it is likely that this, and all other cases noted, were instances of 
cryptomnesia. 

Cryptomnesia, in the context of this discussion, is the ability to recall 
in trance a language that one has heard or seen but never consciously 
committed to memory. Pentecostals may seize upon this as a scientific 
basis for their claims, even though none of these cases involved a Pen¬ 
tecostal and none involved the claim of speaking in tongues. Neverthe¬ 
less, given the fact of cryptomnesic xenoglossy, we must acknowledge 
the theoretical possibility that some Pentecostals have spoken languages 
they never learned. Cryptomnesia requires a deep state of dissociation, 
which was quite common among the early Pentecostals. Today Pentecos¬ 
tals rarely achieve this state, and so cryptomnesic xenoglossy is very un¬ 
likely. We will never know, however, whether cryptomnesic xenoglossy 
occurred among the early Pentecostals because their speech was not re¬ 
corded. 

Simple xenoglossy—the ability to speak a language with which one has 
had absolutely no prior acquaintance—is, of course, utterly incredible. 
That scholars should have to deal seriously with this claim is a tribute to 
the abiding strength and contemporary resurgence of pre-scientific modes 
of thought. On the basis of the evidence, we must conclude that Pen¬ 
tecostal speaking in tongues is simply glossolalia, that is, unintel¬ 
ligible, non-linguistic utterance. 

Except where it is essential to differentiate between “xenoglossy” and 
“glossolalia,” I have chosen to use “speaking in tongues” throughout 
this study. In recent years some Pentecostals have been using glossolalia 
(though they almost always mean xenoglossy), but the early Pentecostals 
and most contemporary ones as well have used “speaking in tongues” al¬ 
most without exception. The reader will understand that for me “speak¬ 
ing in tongues” always means glossolalia, but for the Pentecostals it 
means xenoglossy. 



20 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


Speaking in tongues as a sign of Spirit possession has a history whose 
origins very likely lie deep in mankind’s past. Reports of the practice 
extend from ancient to modem times in virtually every region of the 
world. What astonishes the novice student of tongue-speaking is how ex¬ 
traordinarily common this seemingly exotic practice has been and still is. 
The phenomenon has certainly been far more extensive and frequent 
among non-Christians, but our concern is with the Christian tradition. 35 

Christianity was born out of Judaism and, indeed, the Palestinian 
Christians apparently remained for some time a sect within Judaism. 36 
Thus, Christianity was heir to much in the Judaic tradition. The ancient 
Hebrews had recognized ecstatic speech as a sign of authentic prophecy, 
though with them it was usually an exalted form of discourse in which the 
message was sometimes obscure or ambiguous rather than a meaningless 
jargon. By the dawn of the Christian era, however, the older view that 
true prophecy was delivered in a state of spirit possession had been re¬ 
placed by the teaching that “the spirits of the prophets are subject to the 
prophets.” 37 

Concomitant with the political unification of the Mediterranean world 
by Rome, there occurred the interpenetration of various ideas and prac¬ 
tices of Greek, Roman, Jewish, and Oriental religions and the rise of a 
baffling array of new sects and cults, “mysteries” and “gnoses.” In this 
religious milieu, ecstasy was common property. Various enthusiastic ele¬ 
ments, including speaking in tongues, were evident in the inspired proph¬ 
ecies of the Oracle of Apollo at Delphi, the popularity of mysterious, 
magical and meaningless phrases, the Thracian cult of Dionysius, the 
Egyptian cult of Osiris and Isis, the Syrian cult of Adonis, the Phrygian 
cult of Attis and Cybele, and the Persian cult of Mithras. In the “mys¬ 
teries,” rebirth to immortality through ritual participation in the death and 
resurrection of the cultic deity was often, perhaps usually, an ecstatic ex¬ 
perience. In the “gnoses,” each person’s knowledge (gnosis) of his own 
divine origin and eternal essence in and of itself brought salvation, but in 
its most exalted form gnosis was also a transfiguring ecstatic experi¬ 
ence. 38 

The common explanation of these ecstatic practices was provided by 
Hellenistic pneumatology. “Pneuma” or Spirit was thought to be a di¬ 
vine substance, which, through possession, gave men all sorts of miracu¬ 
lous powers. 39 The pneumatic state was one of ecstasy in which the 
“pneuma banishes the human ‘nous’ [or] ‘mind’ ” 40 and acts or speaks 
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through man. The deity spoke out of the pneumatic’s mouth in words that 
neither he nor anyone else could understand unless they were translated 
by the Pneuma itself. To prove that he was indeed a pneumatic, a person 
had to demonstrate the presence of the Pneuma within him by engaging in 
ecstatic behavior, especially ecstatic speech. Indeed, according to Ernst 
Kasemann, “in the Hellenistic epoch every Jew and Gentile knew of the 
existence of the self-manifestation of the divine Spirit, because inspira¬ 
tion and ecstasy were universally accepted phenomena .” 41 

It is hardly surprising then that early Christianity shared many of the 
concepts and practices of its religious environment. To compete success¬ 
fully against its rivals, it had to meet them on their own terms, yet at the 
same time to distinguish itself from them. It did this by embracing pneu- 
maticism but it redefined and restructured the practice and asserted the su¬ 
periority of Christian pneumaticism over pagan by claiming more and 
greater miracles. The prevalence and near universality throughout early 
Christendom of supernaturalism, pneumaticism, enthusiasm, ecstasy, 
glossolalia, revelations, visions, and miracles have been affirmed by vir¬ 
tually every scholar of the subject. Eduard Schweizer, specifying ecstasy, 
glossolalia, healing, and miracles, says, “The fact that Paul presupposes 
such phenomena in Thessalonica as well as Galatia, in the church of 
Rome ... as well as that of Corinth, seems to show that this is not just 
the accompanying remnant of a primitive concept.” Johannes Behm as¬ 
serts that in the study of glossolalia “we are concerned with an ecstatic 
phenomenon which is shared by both Jewish and Gentile Christianity.” 
Indeed, Ernst Kasemann maintains that “enthusiasm was th t characteristic 
expression of the young Christian religion” (my italics ). 42 

Nevertheless, we should be careful to avoid the conclusion either that 
speaking in tongues and ecstatic practices generally were spread through¬ 
out early Christendom or that they constituted the dominant content of 
Christianity. While the Corinthian church was by no means unique in the* 
prominence it gave to pneumaticism, neither was it typical . 43 

The New Testament literature is filled with revelations, visions, 
dreams, prophecies, ecstatic transports, miracles of healing, exorcisms, 
raising the dead, and other supematuralism, all of which are attributed to 
the workings of the Spirit (Pneuma). Speaking in tongues, however, is 
explicitly mentioned only in the Gospel of Mark, the book of Acts and 
the first letter to the Corinthians, although it very probably is alluded to 
elsewhere . 44 All authorities agree that the reference to tongues in Mark 
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16:17 is a later interpolation since it is not found in any manuscript dating 
before the 5th century. 45 This passage, therefore, throws no light on 
speaking in tongues in the New Testament church. 

In Paul’s first letter to the Corinthian church (a.d. 54 or 55), one of the 
earliest documents of Christian literature, 46 the practice of speaking in 
tongues and the pneumatology undergirding it are described more fully 
than anywhere else in the New Testament. Speaking in tongues, Paul 
says, is a charism, a gift of the Spirit, which no man can understand, not 
even the speaker himself, because his “ ‘nous’ [mind or understanding] 
is swallowed up.” The speech itself is meaningless and inarticulate. The 
tongue-speaker, says Paul, will appear to be a madman unless he or 
someone else can interpret—a power which constitutes another gift of the 
Spirit. This is a straightforward description of glossolalia that fully agrees 
with those of Plato, Philo, Irenaeus, and Celsus. 47 It has been suggested 
that there is some ambiguity in Paul’s use of the phrase “tongues of men 
and angels” (I Cor. 13:1), and of “phonon” (I Cor. 14:10f.), which may 
be translated “languages.” These allusions simply reflect the generally 
held view that it is the Pneuma who speaks His language through the 
pneumatic, but any human language is almost certainly excluded. 

The second chapter of the book of Acts describes the day of Pentecost 
following the crucifixion of Jesus as the time when the Holy Spirit de¬ 
scended on the disciples at Jerusalem and thereby inaugurated the Church 
age. The event is described in miraculous terms: a wind shakes the house 
where the believers are gathered, tongues of fire appear on their heads, 
and they all speak in languages which they do not know, but which are 
understood by foreigners who gather to hear them. Thus, speaking in 
tongues here is surely described as xenoglossy. However, some of the on¬ 
lookers are astonished (Acts 2:7,12) and accuse the tongue-speakers of 
drunkenness (Acts 2:13,15). These attitudes are clearly inexplicable as a 
response to xenoglossy, but are quite understandable as a response to 
glossolalia. Because of this, nearly all scholars acknowledge that while 
xenoglossy is meant, there is unmistakable internal evidence of glos¬ 
solalia in the same account. Moreover, nearly all agree that the Acts 2 ac¬ 
count is the only place where speaking in tongues is described as xeno¬ 
glossy and that all other references and allusions to it in the New 
Testament must be understood as glossolalia, including those by the very 
same author of Acts throughout the remainder of his volume. 48 

How is the contradiction in the Acts 2 account of tongues at Pentecost 
to be resolved? At least one scholar believes that there is not enough evi- 
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dence here or elsewhere to determine what was meant by speaking in 
tongues. 49 Some insist that there is no contradiction and hold the untena¬ 
ble position that since xenoglossy is meant in Acts 2, all other references 
to it in the New Testament are to be understood as xenoglossy. 50 In his 
monumental commentary on the book of Acts, Haenchen recognizes the 
glossolalic element in the Pentecost account and acknowledges that ev¬ 
erywhere else in Acts speaking in tongues means ecstatic, incomprehensi¬ 
ble speech, yet he draws no conclusion from this concerning the authen¬ 
ticity of the xenoglossic element. 51 Haenchen, in short, simply fails to 
recognize that the contradiction requires a resolution. 

But the best scholars, excluding Haenchen, conclude that the speaking 
in tongues of Acts 2 is quite simply and only glossolalia and that the 
xenoglossy is a later interpretation imposed on the event by the author of 
Acts. Johannes Behm says that the Acts 2 account, like all other New 
Testament references to speaking in tongues, “bears essentially the same 
characteristics as the glossolalia depicted by Paul” and “may be under¬ 
stood only in the light of ... I Cor. 14:2ff.” He maintains that the in¬ 
ternal evidence of Acts 2 “makes quite impossible the idea of foreign 
languages/’ He concludes that the author may have used two different 
sources of which “The historical kernel is a mass ecstasy on the part of 
the disciples which includes outbreaks of glossolalia,’’ and that “The 
Lucan account of Pentecost . . . is a legendary development of the story 
of the first significant occurrence of glossolalia in Christianity.” Krister 
Stendahl says that the xenoglossy of Acts 2 is the author’s “theological 
interpretation of the phenomenon of speaking in tongues,” which is no¬ 
where else in the New Testament understood as speaking a foreign lan¬ 
guage. 52 

In analyzing speaking in tongues in the New Testament we must be^^X 
careful to distinguish between what really happened, what the sources sa^ 
happened, and what the author’s interpretation was. The weight of the 
New Testament evidence and of scholarly opinion surely points to the 
conclusion that glossolalia is what actually occurred in the early Church 
wherever and whenever speaking in tongues is said to have taken place, 
but Paul, in keeping with Hellenistic pneumatology generally, interprets 
it as a heavenly or angelic language, while the author of Acts, writing be¬ 
tween a.d. 80 and 100 53 when the practice was being driven out of the 
main body of the Church, interprets it as a miraculous speaking in 
foreign languages. 

In his treatment of speaking in tongues in I Corinthians, Paul placed 
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his chief emphasis on limiting the practice by imposing stringent regula¬ 
tions on its use (one at a time, no more than three in any meeting, and 
only when it is interpreted), and by downgrading its value relative to all 
other gifts of the Spirit. 54 The reason for this is undoubtedly that the Co¬ 
rinthians considered tongues the highest 55 or, more likely, quite simply 
the gift of the Spirit. 56 At Corinth, Christ and the Spirit were considered 
one and the same; hence, unless one could prove by speaking in tongues 
that he had the Pneuma-Christ indwelling him, he was merely “psychi¬ 
cal” and not “pneumatic,” that is, either a second-class believer or none 
at all. 57 This and other enthusiasms lay at the root of the divisiveness in 
Corinth. 58 While Paul himself claimed to be a pneumatic who spoke in 
tongues more than anyone at Corinth, throughout his life he waged a 
ceaseless battle to prevent enthusiasm from overwhelming Christianity 
and making it just another “mystery” or “gnosis.” 

Paul’s argument against the Corinthian extremists was that every be¬ 
liever has the Spirit (Pneuma) and every believer also has some gift of the 
Spirit (charism). 59 This surely implied that every believer was both a 
pneumatic and a charismatic despite the absence of any extraordinary vis¬ 
ible manifestations. Further, in criticizing the zealots who were dividing 
the church by claiming some superiority based on their ostentatious dis¬ 
play of demonstrative gifts like tongues, Paul was raising doubts as to 
whether they were pneumatics after all. What we see here is an attempt 
by Paul to head off the dangers of uncontrolled enthusiasm by redefining 
pneumaticism and charismata in such a way as to make ecstasy and phys¬ 
ical manifestations subordinate or independent phenomena. 60 This was 
crucial because the church was initially pneumatic in spirit and charisma¬ 
tic in organization, 61 and if possession of the Pneuma and its charismata 
meant only uncontrolled ecstaticism then the survival of Christianity itself 
would have been in doubt. “The theological and practical conquest of en¬ 
thusiasm,” says Kasemann, “was the first test to which the young church 
was exposed, and nothing less than its whole existence and future de¬ 
pended on its mastery of this problem.” 62 

This struggle became all the more imperative as enthusiasm became 
closely linked if not equated with the “incipient gnosticism” within the 
Church. Gnosticizing Christians claimed direct revelations that were 
equal or superior in authority to the Old Testament Scriptures and the 
pronouncements of the Apostles. Such revelations were presumed valid 
because they came through those in a state of ecstatic possession by the 
Pneuma and were confirmed by signs and miracles. 63 
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The need to combat gnosticism and enthusiasm led to the creation of a 
new church order based on ecclesiastical authority to replace that based 
on pneumaticism and charismata. 64 That struggle began toward the last 
quarter of the 1st century and continued for about a centuiy before the 
victory was complete in the main body of the Church. Aside from a few 
scattered references to the practice of speaking in tongues like those of 
Irenaeus and Celsus in the 2nd century, the last clear record of it in Chris¬ 
tendom until modem times concerns the Montanist movement originating 
in Phrygia in the mid-2nd century. Montanus and his associates Prisca 
and Maximilla prophesied and spoke in tongues but they taught that these 
gifts were reserved for themselves alone, so that the survival of Mon- 
tanism into the 5th century cannot be viewed as the survival of pneuma¬ 
ticism in general or tongues in particular. By the end of the 2nd century 
gnosticism and enthusiasm had been thoroughly routed. “From the say¬ 
ing, ‘The Church is where the spirit is,’ the struggle with gnosticism led 
to the new thesis: ‘the Church is where the bishop is.’ . . . The spirit 
revealed himself now ... not as formerly in prophets and those who 
spoke in tongues, but in the bishop and the clergy whom the bishop 
led.” 65 

By the 4th century, not only had the practice of speaking in tongues 
disappeared from the main body of the Church, but apparently all knowl¬ 
edge of its true character as well. Unaware of the ecstatic nature of 
tongues, later Christian writers like Chrysostom, Augustine, and Aquinas 
interpreted the New Testament references to speaking in tongues as xeno- 
glossy and thereby set the pattern of explanation for most commentators 
until fairly recent times. This erroneous conception, for example, un¬ 
dergirds the medieval stories imputing xenoglossy to various saints; all 
such stories are, to say the least, highly suspect. Except for an occasional 
reference here and there, speaking in tongues dropped out of the histori¬ 
cal record of Christendom for some fifteen centuries after the early years 
of Montanism. 66 Indeed, the Church came to regard speaking in tongues 
as an infallible sign of diabolic possession. 67 

Yet, with few exceptions, the Pentecostals have maintained that speak¬ 
ing in tongues has had a continuous history from the Apostolic age to the 
present. Although, they say, the practice fell into eclipse at an early 
point, a succession of small groups kept it alive until its full restoration to 
the Church in the 20th-century Pentecostal revival. By assuming that 
tongue-speaking was present wherever there is evidence of religious en¬ 
thusiasm, the Pentecostals have constructed a histoiy of the “true,” or at 
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least “spiritual,” Church from the day of Pentecost to the present. They 
have compiled long lists of “authorities” to show that tongue-speaking 
was practiced by the sub-Apostolic church, the Waldensians, Albigen- 
sians, mendicant friars of the 13th century, Anabaptists, Camisards, 
Quakers, Shakers, Methodists, Mormons, Swedish Readers, and many 
others; and that Luther, Finney, and Moody spoke in tongues while 
Wesley endorsed it. 68 These claims are, with the exception of the Cami¬ 
sards, Shakers, and Mormons, without factual foundation, as some Pen¬ 
tecostal writers like Kendrick and Nichol have recognized. 69 Some of 
them depend upon forced interpretations of primary sources, others are 
based upon secondary works presumed to be authoritative. After the 
outbreak of the Pentecostal revival in Los Angeles in 1906, numbers of 
individual Pentecostals reported having spoken in tongues prior to it, and 
others reported that speaking in tongues had been a common practice 
among certain Holiness fellowships in Tennessee and North Carolina and 
the Holiness Baptists of Georgia and South Carolina in the 1890’s, as 
well as the “Gift People” of New England since 1854, and one or more 
sects in Armenia and southern Russia since the mid-19th century. Until 
these claims are closely investigated, however, the proper attitude is 
skepticism since all are ex post facto and documented poorly or not at 
all. 70 

A close scholarly study of the sources necessary for writing the history 
of tongues in Christendom is yet to be done. Such a history would have 
to make a distinction between incidental cases of tongue-speaking, which 
may have occurred intermittently throughout the history of the Church, 
and the belief and practice of speaking in tongues by identifiable Chris¬ 
tian groups. On this basis the only groups after the Montanists for whom 
speaking in tongues is well attested were the French Protestant Camisards 
in the late 17th century, Ann Lee’s Shaking Quakers, who adopted the 
practice from emigre Camisards and carried it to America in 1774, and 
the Irvingite, Mormon, and Spiritualist movements, which grew out of 
the Anglo-American revivalism of the 1830’s and 1840’s. 71 In short, as a 
recognized and approved practice, speaking in tongues has apparently 
been non-existent in the great, historic Christian churches since the Apos¬ 
tolic era, and has been limited to a few sects on the fringes of Christianity 
only since the late 17th century. Moreover, speaking in tongues did not 
dominate the theology and worship even of these few sects to the degree 
it eventually did those of the Pentecostal movement. 

If we turn to individual instances of speaking in tongues, however, it is 
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quite possible that such have occurred sporadically throughout Christian 
history, since wherever the conditions exist for producing one kind of au¬ 
tomatic behavior they exist for all others. Automatisms other than speak¬ 
ing in tongues certainly were present among the members of many of the 
groups claimed by Pentecostals as part of the tongue-speaking tradition. 
Edwards, Wesley, and Finney observed various automatisms in their re¬ 
vivals, including shouting and barking. Speaking in tongues, therefore, 
may well have occurred in their meetings, and in other enthusiastic move¬ 
ments at various times in Christian history. 

Aside from the specific practice of speaking in tongues, the Pentecos¬ 
tals are indeed the spiritual heirs of a formidable flock of enthusiasts 
down through the ages. But we should be careful to recognize that while > 
modem Pentecostalism is phenomenologically related to these othei\/ 
movements, no evidence as yet exists to show any direct, historical con¬ 
nection with them, not even with the contemporaneous groups—the 
Shakers, Mormons, Irvingites, and Spiritualists—who had previously 
practiced tongue-speaking. For the Pentecostals, as for the great many en¬ 
thusiastic groups in the Christian past, the ultimate religious experience is 
to possess or be possessed by divine power evidenced by extraordinary 
sensations and physical manifestations. In this sense, the Pentecostals 
stand within a tradition that reaches back to the Corinthian zealots. 



II 


The Holiness Background 


The immediate origins of the Pentecostal movement are to be found in 
the nineteenth-century Holiness movement. The outstanding character¬ 
istics of the Holiness movement—literal-minded Biblicism, emotional 
fervor, puritanical mores, enmity toward ecclesiasticism, and, above all, 
belief in a “Second Blessing” 1 in Christian experience—were inherited 
and perpetuated by the Pentecostals. Initially a faction within the Holi¬ 
ness camp, the Pentecostal movement drew much of its membership and 
nearly all of its leadership from Holiness ranks. Except for the issue of 
^speaking in tongues, in the early days there was little to distinguish the 
Pentecostal believer from his Holiness brethren. 

John Wesley reinvigorated the ancient Judeo-Christian tradition of holi¬ 
ness with his doctrine of sanctification. While that doctrine was suf¬ 
ficiently flexible, or perhaps ambiguous, to allow for various emphases, 
Wesley’s central concern was with the limitation or removal of sin in the 
believer. 2 Methodism entered the American religious environment during 
the Great Awakening of the eighteenth century, and from then until the 
close of the following century, revivalism and holiness were to march 
side by side. Revivalism had the dual purpose of converting sinners and 
rousing the faithful to a life of piety and service, in short, of holiness. 3 

Charles G. Finney—lawyer, revivalist, theologian of a sort, and presi¬ 
dent of Oberlin College—gave the doctrine of sanctification a new formu¬ 
lation in the 1830’s. The Oberlin definition of “entire sanctification” had 
little to do with sinlessness. Rather, it meant perfect trust and consecra¬ 
tion that expressed itself in social activism. Finney counseled his converts 
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to join the fight for good government, Christian education, temperance, 
abolitionism, and relief of the poor, asserting that the spirit of the Chris¬ 
tian “is necessarily that of the reformer.” In Finney’s theology, revival¬ 
ism, holiness, and reform merged to form a single entity. 4 

During the revival of 1857-58, holiness of either the Wesleyan or 
Oberlin variety swept through most of the major Protestant denomina¬ 
tions. 5 By midcentury, the bulk of American Protestants had come to 
share a common ideology. Mined from various veins of the common lode 
of Christian tradition, forged in the Second Awakening, and hammered 
out in the intermittent revivals down to 1858, evangelical Protestantism 
was Arminian in doctrine, revivalistic in method, and perfectionist in pur¬ 
pose, and perfectionism meant the regeneration both of the individual and 
of society. 6 

The cataclysm of civil war was followed by a period of industrial ex¬ 
pansion accompanied by widespread materialism, corruption, and social 
dislocation. The Church’s response was a renewal of the call to holiness. 

The resurgence of the Holiness movement was both international and 
interdenominational, but in America it was a predominantly Methodist 
undertaking. The centennial year of Methodism, 1866, was commemo¬ 
rated across the nation by weekday prayer gatherings, conventions, and 
camp meetings centering on the holiness theme. The following year, at 
Vineland, New Jersey, the National Camp Meeting Association for the 
Promotion of Holiness was organized, and over the next decade some 
three dozen national camp meetings and scores of regional and local ones 
were held under its auspices. Numerous other interdenominational Holi¬ 
ness institutions were established, and Holiness periodicals proliferated. 
By 1886, weekday holiness meetings were being held in every major city; 
at least 238 in the nation as a whole. 7 

But the heroic efforts of Methodist leaders and others to tap anew the 
springs of piety were being undermined by other developments that 
would eventually drive many holiness believers out of the established de¬ 
nominations. 

The Protestant churches of the North and West had won an honored 
position in the nation by their support of the anti-slavery movement, the 
Republican Party, and the war against the South, and they prospered 
within the new order created by urban industrialization. 8 In the years 
from 1870 to 1890, the number of congregations in the nation rose by 
nearly 130 per cent and the value of church buildings by nearly 100 per 
cent. From 1880 to 1900 church membership increased at a faster rate 
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than the population as a whole. The Methodists increased their mem¬ 
bership by about 57 per cent in those two decades, and added an average 
of 800,000 new recruits to their rolls in each decade from 1870 to 1910. 9 

Success was accompanied by a shift in the class composition of the 
Protestant denominations. Their memberships had probably always been 
drawn chiefly from the middle classes, but a century of revivalism had 
brought hosts of lower-class people into the fold. By the close of the 
Civil War, however, many lower-class church members had attained 
middle-class status, in part by practicing the virtue of self-discipline in¬ 
culcated by the Protestant ethic and in part as the result of the upward 
push given them by the new waves of immigrants entering the social 
structure at the bottom. 10 

Through the medium of its predominantly middle-class constituency, 
the materialism and secularism that characterized the larger culture in¬ 
vaded the Church. Organization, education, and growth in power and 
prestige overshadowed personal piety and social service. Church boards, 
dominated by solid businessmen, adapted the methods of the marketplace 
to the work of the Church. Requirements for admission were lowered to 
increase membership and income, and church discipline was largely 
abandoned. Horace Bushnell’s doctrine of Christian nurture was used, 
perhaps misused, to provide a theoretical basis for a shift from personal 
conversion to education as the normal door of entrance into the Church— 
a door far more congenial to middle-class inclinations. 11 

The focus of evangelizing efforts shifted from the frontier regions and 
the urban working classes to the upper and middle classes. Moving out of 
downtown working-class neighborhoods, the churches constructed 
smaller, more ornate edifices in more fashionable residential areas, hired 
professional singers and organists, and developed greater formality in 
worship. Even in the poorer parishes there was “the same extra attention 
paid to the rich . . . and the same thrusting of the poor into nooks and 
comers.” 12 

In the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the identification of Prot¬ 
estantism with middle-class culture was almost complete. Indeed, Chris¬ 
tianity at that time had become, in the eyes of a later generation of histo¬ 
rians, a “culture religion.” Leading churchmen, viewing society from 
their upper-middle-class perspective and inclined to believe that a system 
in which the Church prospered must be good, even Christian, bent their 
efforts to celebrating and sacralizing the status quo. Nowhere was this 
more evident than in the preaching of the “Princes of the Pulpit.” The 
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Gospel of Wealth, a conglomeration of the doctrines of individualism, 
classical economics, and Social Darwinism, if not advocated by all 
clergymen, was proclaimed by a sufficient number to give it the apparent 
endorsement of Protestantism as a whole. 13 

But many devout holiness people, who were predominantly of lowers 
class status, found little cause to praise the new urban-industrial order, 
and to them the accommodation of the Church to middle-class culture 
was “friendship with the world” and thus “enmity with God.” Yet 
while holiness believers deplored the secularism of Church and society 
they shared the social conservatism of the “Princes of the Pulpit.” By 
concentrating upon individual moral character as the source and solution 
of all problems, personal and social, they reinforced the social system. 

Beginning in the 1880’s, however, a new movement within the Protes¬ 
tant churches arose to challenge the status quo and recall the Church to its 
prophetic tradition of social criticism. The Social Gospel movement 
reached out to ameliorate the conditions of the disadvantaged and joined 
the vanguard of social reform that would culminate in the Progressive 
movement at the turn of the century. 14 

An alliance between the Social Gospel and Holiness movements on the 
basis of common dissatisfaction with Church and society was, perhaps, a 
possibility. There was precedent for such an alliance in the interlocking 
of reform and revivalistic holiness during the days of Finney. But Social 
Gospelers tended to regard the Holiness movement as an irrelevancy, and 
Holiness people were prone to view socialized religion as antithetical to 
personal, heart-felt religion. 15 Indeed, the Social Gospel was considered 
another evidence of the overemphasis given “worldly” matters by the 
Church as a whole. In any event, by the time the Social Gospel was an 
important force, a portion of the most ardent Holiness believers was al¬ 
ready breaking away from the denominations. 

Holiness people were repelled, too, by the currents of theological li¬ 
beralism in the denominations. The “Higher Criticism” of Scripture un¬ 
dermined the authority of the Bible; the comparative study of religion, by 
placing Christianity in a relativistic framework, deprived it of its unique 
and absolute character; and evolutionary theory in both its biological and 
social applications detracted from the supernatural and personal attributes 
of the Deity—so it seemed, at least, to many Holiness believers. 16 

That theological liberalism and socialized religion had independent 
lines of development (though they tended to merge later), and that both 
were resisted by the conservative ecclesiastics who presided over the 
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secularization of the Church, were not recognized by many Holiness peo¬ 
ple. Unaware of the complex cross-currents at work, they concluded that 
these trends were inextricably linked and that together they consti¬ 
tuted proof of the apostasy of the Church. 17 

The Holiness movement began as an attempt to reassert and extend pi- 
etistic values within the Church and the larger culture. But the increas¬ 
ingly middle-class orientation of the major denominations and their ac¬ 
commodation to new social and intellectual forces were bringing in a new 
set of values that were incompatible with pietistic ones. The result was a 
growing separation of the Holiness faction and the larger body of church 
members; the former in aversion to the presumed “worldliness,” if not 
sinfulness, of the middle-class majority, the latter in embarrassment over 
the “puritanical” and “fanatical” attitudes of Holiness believers. To a 
large extent the alienation mirrored the divergent class composition of the 
opposing camps. 

Gradually abandoning hopes of purifying the churches from within, 
many Holiness advocates looked for the creation of a separate fellowship 
of the sanctified. 18 A more radical phase of Holiness first appeared in 
rural areas of the Midwest and South in the late seventies. Holiness evan¬ 
gelists in these regions began to concentrate upon the externals of ho¬ 
liness—dress and behavior—and to exhort the faithful to come out from 
among the “worldly” churches. Soon, numerous Holiness “bands,” 
camp meetings and state and local associations, independent of denomi¬ 
national controls and including non-church members as well as church 
members, sprang up across the country. 19 

“Come-outism” provoked “crush-outism.” Denominational authori¬ 
ties felt compelled to reconsider their attitudes toward interdenomina¬ 
tional Holiness institutions. In 1881 the bishops of the Methodist Church, 
North, rejected a lay appeal for a national Holiness convention under 
church sponsorship, asserting that, “It is our solemn conviction that the 
whole subject of personal holiness . . . can be best maintained and en¬ 
forced in connection with the established usages of the church.” From 
then on the Northern bishops tried to limit or withdraw support from 
Holiness institutions not subject to official Methodist supervision. 20 

Despite Holiness schisms in the ranks of the Methodist Church, South, 
in California, Texas, and Missouri during the 1880’s, the bishops of that 
church refrained from official condemnation until 1894. But in their an¬ 
nual address of that year, they denounced independent Holiness organiza¬ 
tions, and deplored their alleged claim to “a monopoly of the experience. 
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practice and advocacy of holiness” and their tendency to “separate them¬ 
selves from the body of ministers and disciples.” 21 

The independent Holiness movement was fundamentally a movement of 
protest against the overall social crisis of the 1890’s. The frustrations and 
anxieties of those church members most adversely affected by the general 
crisis found oblique expression in the Holiness movement, which was 
specifically directed against those changes in the major denominations 
that were themselves attempts to deal with that crisis. 

The major criticism leveled at the Holiness movement by denomina¬ 
tional leaders centered on its disregard for the authority, organization, 
and “established usages” of the church. Resistance to the Holiness 
movement was necessary in order to make the accommodations that 
would keep the overwhelming majority of church members in the fold, 
retain the financial support of the wealthy and middle-class, and maintain 
the prestige of the churches in the social order. As long as the Holiness 
movement remained in the churches to challenge the policies that were 
designed to achieve these goals, it constituted a threat to those who held 
positions of power in the denominational hierarchies. Thus, on one level 
the Holiness issue involved, however uneven, a struggle for power * 

It was not only Holiness institutions that were comingTTnder fire within 
the major denominations, but the doctrine of sanctification as a second act 
of grace, as well. The attack was launched in the South with the publica¬ 
tion of J. M. Boland’s The Problem of Methodism, and in the North with 
the publication of James Mudge’s Growth in Holiness Toward Perfection , 
or Progressive Sanctification. By the mid-nineties the anti-Second Bless¬ 
ing forces had carried the day in both Southern and Northern Method¬ 
ism. 22 

The rejection of “orthodox” Holiness doctrine—sanctification as a 
second act of grace—by the major denominations accelerated and com¬ 
pleted the trend toward division already well under way. Most of the na¬ 
tional, state, and local Holiness associations lost their interdenomina¬ 
tional character, and many members of those organizations severed their 
connections with the older churches. 23 

Thus, once outside the churches, the Holiness movement constituted a 
highly vulnerable, amorphous mass that invited strenuous competition for 
the rewards of prestige, power, and material gain that would accrue to 
those who succeeded in organizing it and securing leadership over it. 
Pentecostalism became, for some, a weapon in that struggle for power. 
As the Holiness movement crystallized into a constellation of organiza- 
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tions, those contestants for leadership who had lost out or were insecure 
in their positions found in Pentecostalism a means by which they could 
assert or legitimize their authority. They could appeal to the ecstatic ex¬ 
perience of tongues as proof of their greater 4 ‘spirituality” and therefore 
of their right to precedence. The countercharge was that the Pentecostals 
were demon-possessed and therefore unworthy of any hearing at all. Ev¬ 
erywhere, Holiness associations and denominations would be split over 
the Pentecostal issue. 

Even before the separation of the main body of Holiness believers from 
the denominations, there had been differences among Holiness believers 
over the permissible limits of emotional expression in worship, codes of 
dress and behavior, and over the doctrine of the Second Blessing. The re¬ 
moval of denominational restraints and the loose associationist or com¬ 
pletely autonomous character of independent Holiness congregations ex¬ 
acerbated those differences. The rise of the Pentecostal movement must 
be seen against the background of a Holiness movement riven with con¬ 
troversy over the bounds of “liberty in the Spirit,” divided into three fac¬ 
tions over the doctrine of Baptism in the Holy Spirit, and coalescing into 
several dozen separate denominations. 

The scenes of turbid emotionalism in the meetings of the Holiness 
evangelist Mrs. Mary B. Woodworth-Etter were typical of the Holiness 
movement, and increasingly so in the 1890’s. The pages of Mrs. Wood¬ 
worth-Etter’s memoirs teem with references to the most extraordinary 
“manifestations of the Spirit.” In a Methodist church in Wiltshire, Ohio, 
in 1880 people “came to the altar screaming for mercy”; at another in 
Monroeville, Indiana, in 1883, “the aged sisters fell prostrate and be¬ 
came cold and rigid as if dead.” During a five weeks’ campaign in Hart¬ 
ford City, Indiana, the following year, “Men, women and children were 
struck down in their homes, in their places of business, on the highways, 
and lay as dead. They had wonderful visions, and arose converted, giving 
glory to God.” In the spring of 1885, during a campaign in a Universalist 
church in Columbia City, Indiana, “The Lord showed me . . . that I had 
the gift of healing.” 24 At a camp meeting attended by “25,000 souls,” 
near Alexandria, Indiana, the following summer, 

The power of God fell on the multitude. . . . Many fell to the ground. 

Others stood with their faces and hands raised to heaven. The Holy Ghost sat 

upon them. Others shouted, some talked, others wept aloud. Sinners were 
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converted, and began to testify and praise God. I was overpowered and 
carried to my tent . 25 

The camp meeting at Muncie, Indiana, in the summer of 1886 was “a 
real Pentecost revival.” In 1890, during a seven months’ campaign in St. 
Louis, Missouri, Mrs. Woodworth-Etter later said, she first heard speak¬ 
ing in tongues at her meetings. “Several,” she wrote, “spake very in¬ 
telligently in other languages as the Spirit gave them utterance.” 26 

By the time she returned .to St. Louis fourteen years later, she said, 
speaking in tongues had assumed greater proportions. A Swedish woman 
spoke in “many different languages,” one “sister” sang in Greek and 
Latin, another spoke in eight different languages, and a “brother” spoke 
in three languages, “sang in the Spirit, and laughed in a manner resem¬ 
bling the laughter of several other nations.” In the spring of 1905 at an 
Indianapolis tent meeting, “one sister spoke in unknown tongues all 
night. This was before the Holy Ghost fell at Los Angeles, California.” 
Soon after that, Mrs. Woodworth-Etter became a leading light in the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement. 27 

Benjamin Hardin Irwin, a preacher in the Iowa Holiness Association, 
began to teach a crisis experience beyond conversion and sanctification— 
a “baptism of fire”—in the mid-90’s. Despite attacks on this “Third 
Blessing Heresy” by most Holiness leaders, the fire-baptized movement 
spread all through the Midwest and South, culminating in the organiza¬ 
tion at Anderson, South Carolina, in 1898, of the Fire-Baptized Holiness 
Association, a loose fellowship of nine state associations. Fire-baptized 
meetings were characterized by such utter abandon and extreme physical 
displays that J. H. King, a close associate of Irwin’s, was repelled at 
times. But Irwin encouraged the saints to press on, adding three more 
“baptisms” for which to strive. The explosive, emotional nature of these 
experiences is suggested by their names—dynamite, lyddite, and ox- 
ydite—but their meaning may have been no clearer to those who sought 
them than to later students of the movement. 28 

In the southern Appalachians, a small group of former Baptists, calling 
themselves the Christian Union, experienced a revival in 1896. “Spiri¬ 
tually starved souls” crowded into the one-room schoolhouse at Camp 
Creek, North Carolina, to join in weeping, shouting, trance, and ecstasy. 
Later, in prayer meetings at the home of the layman William F. Bryant, 
speaking in tongues and miracles of healing were reported to have taken 
place. 29 
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/ Southern California was a center of Holiness extremism. Bishop Alma 
White’s “Pillar of Fire’’ movement, which had its center in Denver, 
Colorado, and was best known for its practice of “marching in the 
Spirit,’’ had considerable appeal in Los Angeles and the surrounding 
towns. The “Burning Bush’’ movement, which began in the independent 
Metropolitan Church in Chicago, was active in the same locale. The free¬ 
lance Holiness evangelist Frank Bartleman, who had first-hand experi¬ 
ence with both movements, believed they “had spoiled the spirit of the 
saints greatly’’ in Los Angeles, making them “hard, censorious, critical 
and bigoted.” At a Holiness camp meeting in the Arroyo mountains in 
1905, Bartleman complained of the “evanescent froth and foam . . . 
religious ranting and bombast.” Summing up the sentiments of many 
within and without the Holiness movement, Bartleman said, “We had a 
tremendous lot of fanaticism in the Holiness movement.” 30 

Extreme forms of emotional expression were accompanied by extremist 
teachings. Among these were prohibitions against eating meat, sweets, 
and “medicinal foods,” against wearing neckties and other “worldly or¬ 
namentations,” and against using hair curlers and cosmetics. There were 
demands for public confession of the most personal “sins,” and for fast¬ 
ing to the point of complete physical exhaustion. And, too, there were 
widespread denuncations of doctors as “imposters,” medicine as “poi¬ 
son,” and denominational ministers as “servants of corruption,” “blind 
leaders of the blind,” and “false teachers”; and criticisms of secret 
societies, labor unions, and divorce and remarriage. 31 

Such developments exposed the Holiness movement to ridicule and op¬ 
position; even staunch Holiness believers turned away. Mrs. Woodworth- 
Etter, who had at one time been welcomed into Methodist, Baptist, Lu¬ 
theran, United Brethren, Bible Christian, Quaker, Universalist, and 
“General Eldership” churches in the early years, found “all” the minis¬ 
ters in Springfield, Illinois, united against her during her campaign there 
in 1899. From then on, her meetings were held almost exclusively in 
rented halls and tents. J. P. Widney, co-founder with Phineas Bresee of 
the Los Angeles Church of the Nazarene, returned to the Methodist fold 
out of distaste for the “noise and confusion” in Nazarene services. By 
1900, defections from the Fire-Baptized Holiness Association to the de¬ 
nominations resulted in the dissolution of seven of the nine Fire-Baptized 
state organizations. By 1902 the Christian Union group of Appalachia, 
“riven and besmirched by fanaticism,” had been reduced to about twenty 
members. The Church of God (Centralia, Missouri), an extremely decen- 
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tralized organization founded in 1896 by “come-outers” from the South¬ 
west Holiness Association in the rural areas of Missouri and eastern Kan¬ 
sas, was “racked in its early decades by controversy over sacraments, 
church order, and by some who believed in ‘the fire’ as a third work of 
grace.” 32 — 

“Wild-fire” threatened to consume the Holiness movement and leave 
nothing but ashes. It was clear that discipline was needed to prevent this. 
The loose organizational structure of most Holiness groups was an en¬ 
couragement to anarchy. The reins would have to be tightened. Thus 
began a trend toward increased organization and regulation. Joseph H. 
King, successor to Irwin (who had been repudiated for alleged “romantic 
involvement”) as General Overseer of the Fire-Baptized Holiness Associ¬ 
ation, introduced organizational reforms designed to preserve that work 
from extinction in 1900. A small remnant of the Christian Union re¬ 
organized itself as the Holiness Church aLCamp-Creek-in-1502 -to cor¬ 
rect the deficiency in the Church structure” which it held responsible for 
“fanaticisim” and loss of membership. The Church of the Nazarene and 
those groups that were later to merge with it bolstered their organizations 
and moved toward the creation of a new national denomination. Analo¬ 
gous developments were occurring among Holiness groups everywhere, 
and by 1907 no less than twenty-five Holiness denominations had sprung 
into existence. 33 

A major restraining influence on emotional expression in Holiness 
circles was exerted by the professional revivalists of the day. The leading 
revivalists were first ancLforemos Levangelist s, but all were recognized 
advocates of holiness as well, and many of their converts swelled the 
ranks of the Holiness hosts. Most prominent among these were Dwight L. 
Moody, sometime salesman and YMCA worker who dominated reviva¬ 
lism for the last quarter of the nineteenth century; Reuben A. Torrey, 
sometime president of both the Moody Bible Institute of Chicago and the 
Los Angeles Bible Institute; Adoniram J. Gordon, founder of the Gordon 
Bible Institute; Albert B. Simpson, father of the Christian and Missionary 
Alliance; and J. Wilbur Chapman, evangelist of international renown. All 
of these men professed to have been Baptized in the Holy Spirit, and all 
preached and wrote extensively on the subject, though, as we shall see, 
they gave it a different meaning from the one generally held by Holiness 
people. 34 

Revivals from the time of the Great Awakening to the Finney cam¬ 
paigns had been characterized by the active participation of the audience. 
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When “the power fell,” impelling people to cry out and pray aloud, and 
at times give vent to their emotions in physical displays, preaching often 
became secondary, sometimes non-existent. But after the Civil War, pro¬ 
fessional revivalists frowned more and more on such demonstrations. 
Moody discouraged emotional expression and taught his co-workers that 
meetings “getting out of hand” should be broken into with a hymn. In 
England he was commended for the good order of his meetings. “Mr. 
Moody,” reported a British journal, “suffered no fools, and every symp¬ 
tom of hysteria which often breaks out in such movements was promptly 
suppressed.” 35 

Others followed Moody’s lead and, in time, only managed audience 
participation was permitted by the revivalists. “No emotional outcry was 
needed or wanted to interrupt a smooth-running performance.” Later, 
Billy Sunday would act out the physical gyrations of an earlier reviva¬ 
lism, but his congregations were allowed to experience these only vi¬ 
cariously. Those who attempted to share the limelight by interjecting 
“Amens” or “Hallelujahs” in his meetings were given clear warning 
and then thrown out by the ushers. The revival was stripped of its sponta¬ 
neity and became at once more conventional and more theatrical. 36 

Conversion, too, was denuded of its drama. In the days of Edwards, of 
Cartwright, and of Finney, conversion had been a climactic spiritual ex¬ 
perience preceded by soul agonies and followed by euphoria. Beginning 
with Moody, conversion became little more than a simple business trans¬ 
action. All that was required was the assent of the will signified by a walk 
to the altar, a handshake, signing a card, or simply raising a hand while 
the rest of the audience remained with heads bowed in prayer, lest they 
embarrass the “convert.” The professional revivalists “left a little room 
for the supernatural, but not much for earthly visions, raptures, transports 
or soul searching . . . the convert was not to expect ‘ecstasies’.” 37 

Revivalistic campaigns became highly organized business ventures that 
seemed to rule out the older conception of revival as something sent by 
God in his own way and in his own time. This was the logical end result 
of Finney’s emphasis upon the techniques for inducing revival. It also 
reflected the increasing commercialization of American life and the de¬ 
mands imposed upon revivalism by the conditions of urban society. But 
for many Holiness people, business methods smacked too much of the 
world. 38 

Some revivalists, like Sam P. Jones, “the Moody of the South,” 
N began to emphasize what Holiness people considered the social aspects of 
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religion at the expense of its personal aspects. Although Jones most often 
expressed his social concern in assaults upon such “social sins” as drink¬ 
ing, dancing, card-playing, theater-going, swearing, and novel-reading, 
devout Holiness zealots actually considered him and others of his ilk 
“part of the social gospel movement.” 39 

Even more disturbing were the fading of “hell-fire and damnation 
preaching,” and the launching of attacks upon the Holiness movement it¬ 
self. Jones, for example, “ridiculed those old Methodists who claimed 
that religion was a change of heart,” said that he “heartily disliked” Ho¬ 
liness people, and classified “extreme holiness cranks” along with Sec¬ 
ond Adventists and Christian Scientists as “non-conformists.” 40 


These cha nges in revivalism were not looked upon with favor by many 
\people in the Holiness camp. The restraints imposed upon emotional 
expression by the new revivalism were often regarded as “quenching the 
Spirit.” The increasing tendency of officials in Holiness denominations to 
establish order and regulation drew a similar ijesponse, and with the orga¬ 
nization of each new denomination and the adoption o^each new precept, 
a group of “come-outers” broke away. 41 ^ ^ . / / 


The First General Holiness Assembly held in Chicago in May of 1885 
adopted a doctrinal statement, which read: 


Entire Sanctification more commonly designated as “sanctification,” “holi¬ 
ness,” “Christian perfection,” or “perfect love,” represents that second 
definite stage in Christian experience wherein, by the baptism with the Holy 
Spirit, administered by Jesus Christ, and received instantaneously by faith, 
the justified believer is delivered from inbred sin, and consequently is saved 
from all unholy tempers, cleansed from all moral defilement, made perfect in 
love and introduced into full and abiding fellowship with God . 42 


This was the “orthodox” position on sanctification held by the bulk of 
those Holiness people who left the major denominations. But a rival 
view, most closely associated with the English Keswick movement, was 
to split the American Holiness movement down the middle. 

The origins of this development lie in the early part of the nineteenth 
century. During revivals in the British Isles in the 1820’s, a “back-to-the- 
Bible” movement within the Anglican Church resulted in the founding of 
a small splinter group called “the Brethren.” In 1827 their first congrega¬ 
tion was established in Dublin by Edward Cronin. Among its earlier 
members was the shoemaker John Nelson Darby, who soon emerged as 
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the dominant leader of the Brethren movement. At a conference held in 
Powerscourt Castle, Dublin, in 1830, Darby formulated the dispensa- 
tional teachings that became the backbone of Brethren doctrine. Signifi¬ 
cantly, some Irvingites were present at that conference. 43 

/Darby maintained that the Bible could be “rightly divided” only by 
wst recognizing that God had established different ground rules govern¬ 
ing his relations with man for different epochs or dispensations^An un¬ 
derstanding of this enabled one to distinguish between those Biblical in¬ 
junctions intended for people of earlier dispensations and those intended 
for today. The dispensation of grace had begun with the Christian era, 
and would soon be ended by the Second Coming of Christ, which would 
usher in the next dispensation, the Millennium. 44 

Darby propagated his teachings in America during a series of visits be¬ 
tween 1862 and 1877. Dwight L. Moody was acquainted with Brethren 
teachings before his rise to fame, and first visited England in 1867 in part 
to learn more about the Brethren and their doctrines. Among those 
Brethren whom he met on that occasion was Harry Moorehouse, the 
“Boy Preacher,” who soon afterwards came to preach in Moody’s Chi¬ 
cago church. Association with Moorehouse marked a turning point in 
Moody’s thinking and preaching. Thereafter, he leaned more and more to 
Brethren notions. 45 

The Moody-Sankey campaign in Britain from 1873 to 1875 was sup¬ 
ported by a group of ministers, banded together for that purpose, that in¬ 
cluded primarily Brethren, Anglicans, and Calvinist Baptists and Presby¬ 
terians. In 1875 this group met for what proved to be the first of a 
continuing series of annual conferences at the resort town of Keswick in 
the mountainous Lake District of Cumberland County in northwest En¬ 
gland. The Keswick group pledged themselves to the furtherance of re¬ 
vivals, missionary work, and the “higher life.” 46 

Keswick leaders accepted the general outlines of Darby’s dispensa- 
\/ tional framework and concentrated upon the study of Biblical prophecy to 
determine “the signs of His coming. ” They concluded that one such sign 
would be a great world-wide revival that would give every living person a 
last chance to accept the gospel. They expected that the Holiness move¬ 
ment would culminate in a Second Pentecost in which the Holy Spirit 
would endow believers with extraordinary powers to carry out the rapid 
evangelization of the world. This belief, and the resistance to Wesleyan 
perfectionism arising from their Anglican and Calvinist backgrounds, led 
\ ^ the Keswick group to give the doctrine of Baptis m in the Ho ly-Spirit a 
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different meaning from that held by most Holiness people in America. 47 

They rejecte'dnffie *‘orthodox” Holiness contention that sanctification 
and Baptism in the Holy Spirit were one and the same experience. 
Rather, they believed sanctification to be a life-long process of increasing 
growth in grace that began at conversion but was never completed, and 
held that the Baptism in the Spirit was a separate “enduement of power.” 
At first, there was some uncertainty over whether the Baptism in the 
Spirit was a second act of grace or a gradual process marked by succes¬ 
sive “fillings” of the Spirit, but the latter view finally prevailed. 48 

Soon after his return from England, Moody gave increasing emphasis 
to Keswick teachings and became closely associated with Keswick propo¬ 
nents more avid than himself, including the Holiness-revivalists Torrey, 
Gordon, Simpson, and Chapman, and the Bible teacher-convention 
speakers C. I. Scofield, James M. Gray, and Arthur T. Pierson. 49 

The ready acceptance of Keswick doctrines by these men may be 
explained in part by their acquaintance with the works of Asa Mahan and 
Charles G. Finney, who gave heavier emphasis to the empowering 
aspects of Baptism in the Spirit than to its purifying facets, and in part by 
their predominantly Calvinist backgrounds. 50 Moreover, the Keswick 
teaching on the Baptism of the Spirit, fortuitously or otherwise, was more 
suitable from the standpoint of the professional revivalists. They relied 
heavily upon the major denominations for cooperation, support, the use 
of church buildings, and a source of “converts” for their campaigns; the 
“orthodox” Holiness view of “the Baptism” was becoming increasingly 
unpopular with both clergy and laity in the denominations. 

Keswick views were widely disseminated by means of annual Bible 
conferences like those at Northfield, Massachusetts, from 1880 to 1902 
and at Niagara Falls from 1883 to 1897; at the series of International Pro¬ 
phetic Conferences here and abroad beginning in 1876, and in the global 
preaching tours and publications of Keswick champions on either side of 
the Atlantic. 51 The writings of Keswick proponents, often printed in inex¬ 
pensive paperback editions, were read in Holiness circles throughout the 
English-speaking world; some were translated into foreign languages and 
reached a still wider public. 52 

On the eve of the new century, C. I. Scofield observed, no doubt with 
some exaggeration, that: 

We are in the midst of a marked revival of interest in the Person and work of 
the Holy Spirit. More books, booklets and tracts upon that subject have 
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issued from the press during the last 80 years than in all previous time since 
the invention of printing. Indeed, within the last 20 years more has been 
written and said upon the doctrine of the Holy Spirit than in the preceding 
1800 years. 53 

Many of these works, added Scofield, “speak of new Pentecosts.” 

The twin themes of a coming Pentecostal revival, sometimes called 
“the latter rain,” and of a Spirit baptism of power, run through this liter¬ 
ature. References to the gift of healing as a characteristic of both the re¬ 
vival and “the Baptism” are abundant; and to speaking in tongues, oc¬ 
casional. 54 

The outlines of future Pentecostal doctrine were most clearly sketched 
out by Reuben A. Torrey in The Baptism with the Holy Spirit , which was 
first published in 1895 and then reissued in several editions that ran into 
many tens of thousands of copies by the early twentieth century. Torrey 
rejected both the extreme Holiness view that the Baptism in the Spirit was 
an act of grace which “eradicates man’s sinful nature,” and the more 
moderate view that it was “primarily for the purpose of cleansing from 
sin.” Rather, it was “for the purpose of empowering for service.” Tor¬ 
rey insisted that “the Baptism in the Holy Spirit is a definite experience 
of which one may know whether he has it or not.” The problem was to 
find how one could know for certain. Telling of his search through Scrip¬ 
ture for a solution, 55 Torrey said: 

In my early study of the Baptism with the Holy Spirit, I noticed that in many 
instances those who were so baptized “spoke with tongues,” and the ques¬ 
tion came often into my mind: if one is baptized with the Holy Spirit will he 
not speak with tongues? But I saw no one so speaking, and I often won¬ 
dered, is there anyone today who actually is baptized with the Holy Spirit. 
This 12th chapter of 1st Corinthians cleared me up on that, especially when I 
found Paul asking of those who had been baptized with the Holy Spirit: “Do 
all speak with tongues?” 56 

Having speculated on, but rejected, what was later to become the doc- 
J trine of Baptism in the Holy Spirit held by mainstream Pentecostalism, 
Torrey went on to conclude that the believer knows he has received the 
Baptism when he has fulfilled God’s requirements for obtaining it. If one 
repents, renounces sin, is baptized in water, obeys God, asks for the Bap¬ 
tism, and believes he has received it, then he knows he has it “because 
the Bible says if you do these things you will receive it.” Manifestations 
may occur, but none are necessary except the reality of new power in 
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Christian service. Summing up, Torrey said, “simply ask, claim, act.” 57 

Differences over the doctrine of Baptism in the Holy Spirit split the 
Holiness camp into two major factions and one minor faction. The Wes¬ 
leyan wing held Baptism and sanctification to be one and the same second 
act of grace, primarily designed to resolve the problem of sin in the 
believer, though there were differences within that wing over whether 
sanctification was instantaneous and complete or progressive and in¬ 
complete. The Keswick wing distinguished between sanctification, which 
was regarded as a gradual and incomplete process commencing at conver¬ 
sion, and the Baptism in the Spirit, which was an enduement of power; 
though here, too, there were differences over whether the Baptism was a 
second act of grace or a process. Finally, some Holiness people, most no¬ 
tably the Fire-Baptized adherents, held to the “orthodox” Holiness view 
of sanctification as a second act of grace and the Baptism as a third; a 
very few followed Irwin’s lead in believing there were still other such 
acts as well. Yet by the turn of the century most Holiness people were 
agreed on the imminent, premillennial, apocalyptic Second Coming of 
Christ, preceded by a great world-wide revival of Pentecostal dimen¬ 
sions. 58 

The Keswick movement, as we shall see, 59 was absolutely crucial to 
the development of Pentecostalism. Thus, I find it necessary to reject the^ 
central thesis of Synan that “the historical and doctrinal lineage of Amer¬ 
ican Pentecostalism is to be found in the Wesleyan Tradition.” 60 To the 
contrary, that wing of the Pentecostal movement which had earlier con¬ 
nections with Wesleyanism became Pentecostal by accepting Keswick 
(i.e. Calvinist) teachings on dispensationalism, premillennialism and the 
Baptism of the Holy Spirit. This acceptance led logically to their os¬ 
tracism by the “orthodox” Wesleyan Holiness movement, which held 
them guilty of the “Third Blessing heresy.” The majority of Pentecostals 
were entirely consistent when they later rejected the Wesleyan view of 
sanctification as a second act of grace. 61 Those Pentecostals who did not 
follow suit in this rejection, however, cannot accurately be called Wes¬ 
leyan since their doctrine is an amalgam of Wesleyanism and Keswick- 
Calvinism. In short, the Pentecostal movement was as much a departure 
from the Wesleyan tradition as a development from it. Synan’s own de¬ 
nomination, formerly the Fire-Baptized Holiness Church and now the 
Pentecostal Holiness Church, had departed from Wesleyanism when it 
embraced Irwin’s teaching of the Baptism of Fire as a third act of grace, 
before the Pentecostal movement emerged. 



44 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


The expectation of a global Pentecostal revival was not restricted to 
Holiness circles. The approach of the twentieth century aroused the hopes 
of many other Christians for such a revival. Discrepencies in the Western 
calendar led Biblical scholars to date the opening of the new century any¬ 
where from January 1, 1896, to January 1, 1901. Thus, in September 
1896, the Homiletic Review sent out a call to some 100,000 churches to 
prepare for the new epoch by renewed prayer for world revival, a call that 
evoked enthusiastic response. In the January 1897 issue of the same jour¬ 
nal, C. H. Payne, Corresponding Secretary of the Methodist Church, North, 
published the first of a series of articles entitled “The Coming Revival.” 
Payne, stating what he believed would be the revival's outstanding char¬ 
acteristic, said, “It will be a revival of original Christianity.” 62 

As the new century dawned with little sign of the expected revival, 
hopes began to wane. But they were reawakened by the news of a revival 
in Australia during Torrey's campaign there in 1901. The revival was at¬ 
tributed to the prolonged efforts of prayer circles organized in Australia to 
prepare for Torrey’s arrival. The Keswick convention of 1902 set for it¬ 
self the task of organizing similar circles to bring revival elsewhere, and 
by the end of the next year innumerable groups were praying for revival 
in England, Wales, India, Canada, and the United States. 63 

In the summer of 1903 a Welsh “Keswick” convention was es¬ 
tablished at Llandrinrod Wells, deep in the Cambrian Mountains near the 
English border. 64 Before the end of the year, local revivals were breaking 
out here and there, and the year following brought a revival that swept 
through Wales and then London, Liverpool, and all the British Isles. The 
recognized leader of the Welsh revival was Evan Roberts, a twenty-six- 
year-old miner-blacksmith and ministerial student. Spontaneity and com¬ 
plete “freedom in the Spirit” (some said, “hysteria”) were the outstand¬ 
ing characteristics of the revival. 65 “In the Welsh revival,” said an 
American observer, “there is no preaching, no order, no hymn-books, no 
organs, no collections and no advertising.” 66 F. B. Meyer, a Presby¬ 
terian clergyman associated with both the English and the Welsh Keswick 
conventions, wrote: 

We have seen and heard things which have unveiled the spirit-world, and are 
so totally dissimilar from the stereotyped religious forms that we are wont to 
pursue, as to usher us into a new world—should we not say into that old 
world which Pentecost introduced, and of which I Corinthians 12 is a speci¬ 
men! . . . The personality and work of the Holy Spirit are in every prayer 
and on every tongue. The pent-up power of godly people which has too long 
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been restrained, has broken loose, and before it the ministers are silenced. 
One told me that he felt that things would never again be as they had been in 
this direction, but that liberty of utterance would have to be conceded (dur¬ 
ing a part at least of the ordinary services) to the speech of the Holy Ghost 
through consecrated lips. 67 

Yet, though silenced, the ministers as a whole welcomed and sup¬ 
ported the revival enthusiastically, as well they might, since estimates of 
new church members in Wales alone ran from 20,000 to 70,000. Unlike 
the later Pentecostal revival, the Welsh revival began in the churches and 
remained there. 68 

Some observers of the Welsh revival, hearing unfamiliar speech in 
prayer and preaching, reported that worshippers were speaking in 
tongues, though this was not claimed by leaders of the revival. 69 What 
the observers were witnessing was the ancient and sacred Welsh “hywl,” 
described by a knowing participant as, 

Speaking in a strange, weird, curious, mesmeric manner: it is a unique kind 
of incantation, thoroughly musical, and at times, it resembles an ancient 
chant . . . it is the Welsh 4 ‘hywl” in its rare beauty and grandeur. 70 

The world-wide attention given by the religious and secular press 
brought religious leaders and workers from afar to meet Roberts and 
study the revival at first hand. The evangelists Torrey, Alexander, and 
“Gypsy” Smith were only the most prominent of hundreds of Americans 
who visited Wales and returned home to preach and write on the subject, 
and to lead their followers in prayer for the extension of revival to their 
own nation and others. 71 

By the close of 1905, “great revivals” had broken out in the Khassia 
and Lushai hills to the south and west of the Ganges River of India, 
where the Welsh mission stations in that country were concentrated, and 
in southern Norway under the preaching of an obscure seaman named 
Lunde. Moreover, “sparks” of revival were being reported from Swe¬ 
den, Germany, Uganda, Madagascar, Egypt, Persia, China, Australia, 
the Gilbert Islands, Chile, Brazil, and some fifteen places in the United 
States and Canada. 72 

The post-Civil War Holiness movement had begun within the old-line 
denominations. But secularization, formality in worship, theological li¬ 
beralism, and, later, socialized religion—developments related to the in¬ 
creasingly middle-class orientation of those denominations—led substan- 
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tial numbers of lower-class Holiness people to leave their churches and 
strike out on independent courses. By the turn of the century, emotional 
extremism and doctrinal controversy fragmented the movement. To pre¬ 
vent chaotic collapse numerous Holiness denominations were organized. 
But institutionalization was necessarily attended by some compromise on, 
among other things, doctrine and the acceptable limits of emotional ex¬ 
pression in worship. Similar trends toward regularization divested reviva¬ 
lism and conversion of their spontaneity, mystery and awe. 

To the absolutist mentality of many Holiness people, all compromise 
was “sin,” organization was “ecclesiasticism” or “churchianity,” and 
any restraint in worship was “quenching the Spirit.” None of this could 
be countenanced by the true believer. T hus, within the Holine ss.move- 
ment was lodged a growing body of discontented true-believers, some in 
J the Holiness denominationsv-most in tiny associations or independent 
churches and missions, all determined to press on for still newer horizons 
of spiritual experience. For them, only a dra matic Christianity of in tense 
emotion could be satisfying. ^ ~ 

The doctrinal basis for such a form of Christianity was laid by the 
Keswickwing^f th e H oliness movement, while an atmosphere heavy 
with hopes of a new Pentecost and inspired by the Welsh revival provided 
a favorable milieu. In the United States, even before the Welsh revival, 
v/ the seeds of the Pentecostal movement were being planted by Charles Fox 
Parham in the lower Midwest. 
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The Apostolic Faith Movement 


The earliest adherents of the Pentecostal movement identified themselves 
as believers in “the>Apostolic Faith.” Charles Fox Parham formulated, 
or, as Pentecostals ^vould prefer, restated, that faith at least as early as 
1901. 1 Parham’s Negro disciple, William Joseph Seymour, introduced a 
simplified version of it during the Los Angeles revival of 1906. 

Parham was bom at Muscatine, Iowa, on June 4, 1873. His father, 
whose English ancestors had settled in Philadelphia in the eighteenth cen¬ 
tury, had gone west, first to Iowa where he married a girl of German de¬ 
scent, and, five years after the birth of Charles, to a farm near Cheney, 
Kansas. In infancy, Parham was “taken with a fever” and “dreadful 
spasms,” the first of a series of debilitating illnesses that kept him in 
“constant pain” until his eighteenth year. At the age of nine he was striken 
with “inflammatory rheumatism” and developed a tapeworm. During this 
bout, he received a “call” to the ministry and began reading the Bible 
avidly, though he had not yet been “saved.” At an age when other boys 
were doing men’s chores, young Parham was confined to bed except 
when he was well enough to do some housekeeping or herd the cattle to 
and from pasture. 2 

When he was thirteen years old, his mother died, and in the aftermath 
Parham was converted under the preaching of “Brother Lippard of the 
Congregational Church House.” It was a Damascus road experience. 

There flashed from the heavens a light above the brightness of the sun; like a 
stroke of lightning it penetrated, thrilling every fibre of my being; making 
me know by experimental knowledge what Peter knew of old, that He was 
the Christ, the Son of the Living God . 3 
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Filled with zeal, Parham became a regular church-goer and a Sunday- 

f hool teacher. 

It was hardly surprising that the ailing, motherless, introverted youth 
d turned to religion. Not that he was raised in the church, for he had 
hardly attended a religious service before adolescence. But for one seek¬ 
ing integration and purpose in life in late 1 9th-century Kans as, there were 
few alternatives to religion. 

The state of KanSas-was born in the midst of a fratricidal conflict that 
served as prologue for the Civil War. Characteristics of individualism, 
fierce partisan loyalty, and intolerance that often turned to violence were 
perpetuated there in politics and religion for several generations. “Holy” 
was a fitting epithet for Kansas, where folk-dancing in kindergarten was 
outlawed, and the only songs heard in school were hymns and temper¬ 
ance ditties. Not only was the sale of liquor and tobacco prohibited by 
law, but students who came from high schools that allowed their faculties 
to smoke were refused admittance to state colleges. In such a place the 
career of prophet was avidly pursued by many. Par ham was t custand as a 
minor figure in a school of prophets that reached from John Brown to 
Carrie Nation and beyond. 4 

In preparation for the ministry, Parham entered Southwestern College, 
a Methodist school at Winfield, Kansas, in 1889. Soon after embarking 
upon his studies, the frail sixteen-year-old youth veered aside from his 
original intention in favor of a career in medicine. “The devil,” he later 
f said, “tried to make me believe I could be a physician and a Christian 
s ^tpo.” In retrospect, he concluded that in entertaining the notion he had 
been guilty of “backsliding,” for which God “chastised” him with a 
new attack of rheumatic fever. Lying in a daze from an overdose of 
morphine, he overheard the prediction of his imminent death by a doctor 
called in to examine him. Parham confessed in prayer that he had sinne d 
in contempt ating^jne dical c areer, and promised to obey the “call” to 
preach if he should live. There then “came” to him “all those wonderful 
lessons of how Jesus healed,” and Parham felt assured that He would 
also heal him. 5 /— 

Parham’s recovery was not total. He was ^tealed^of “all ailments,” 
but his ankles-lfreinmnedhelpless.” After learning to “walk upon the 
sides of my feet, or rather upon my ankles with my feet thrown out to the 
side,” he returned to college. Shortly, it was “revealed” to him that edu¬ 
cation was a hinderance in the service of God, and he decided to quit 
college. At that moment, “God instantly sent the virtue of healing like a 
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mighty electric 
whole:”*) 


current through my body and my ankles were made 


Leaving Southwestern on his own two feet, he went directly to preach¬ 
ing. He was licensed by the Methodist Church, North, in 1892, and given 
a dual pastorate over the churches at Eudora and Linwood, not far from 
Lawrence, Kansas, at the age of eighteen. The experience was a disap¬ 
pointment. For all his zeal and sense of mission, two years of labor 
yielded him but one solitary convert. 7 

During his first year in the ministry, however, while conducting revival 
services in a schoolhouse near Tonganoxie, Kansas, he was befriended by 
the Thistlethwaites, a Quaker family. Mrs. Thistlethwaite’s father, David 
Baker, persuaded Parham to abandon the doctrine of eternal punishment 
in favor of the teaching of the total annihilation of the wicked. It was 
probably while under this holiness Quaker’s influence that Parham als^u 
came to reject water baptism, to accept sanctification as a second act of 
grace, and to regard church membership as a matter of indifference^— 

Trouble with his Methodist superiors arose because Parham began to 
preach against the traditional doctrine of hell as a place of eternal punish- JJit^ 
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ment, and because he advised his audiences to join any church or none at 
all, since salvation had nothing to do with church membership. Under 
fire, he left the Methodist Church in 1894, asserting that he could no 
longer accept a salary raised by “suppers and worldly entertainment,” 1 
and deploring, in typical “come-outer” Holiness fashion, the “sectarian 
churchism” of the denominations. 9 

After living for a time with a Captain and_ NArs_M T Tuttle j P 
Lawrence, he obeyed the “call” to enter the evangelistic field “on faith” 

(that is, with no visible means of financial support) and preached among 
Holiness people wherever he found an opening. He kept up his friendship 
with the Thistlethwaites and was married to qne_ofJhfijdaughtersT-Sarah, 
by a Friends minister on New Year’s Eve, 1896, after which they em¬ 
barked on an evangelistic tour through Kansas and Missouri. About the 
time their first child was born in September 1897, Parham developed 
“heail-xlisei^eJnJdie_wei^ While praying for a sick man soon 

after this, the Scripture text “Physician, heal thyself” came to Parham. 

He prayed for his own healing, recovered, and immediately threw away 
all his medicines, gave up doctors “forever,” and cancelled his insurance L\ . 
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policy. 

The experience led him to center hisj£Qrieon_ii^^ After^ 


beginning this new ministry in Ottawa, Kansas, he moved to Topeka and ^ 
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y y was operating Bet hel Healing H ome there by the fall off!#) '$J It was a 
combination of rest home and Bible'schoolTwhere peopilej^ere admitted 
Y on a “faith basis,” i.e., on condition that they trust God for all their 
needs with no visible means of support. According to his wife, Parham’s 
Aj teachings at that time were: “Salvation,Jfeal^JSanctificatioiLjhe^ec- 
ond Comingjif Christy and the-Bipfism-of^he-Holy^Spirit, although we 
^hadfnotthen received the evidence of speaking in other^t on gueis.” In 
O short, he was a typical Holiness preacher of the Keswick VariefyT In con- 
\J flection with the home and school, a mission was opened and a bi- 
7\ monthly periodical. The Apostolic published. For the 

time, Parham tasted success, but (fant gntme nPeluded him - ll 

From itinerant evangelists who stopped to preach in his mission, Par¬ 
ham heard about the workings of the Spirit in Holiness cen ters of the 
/w North and East. A gnawing dissatisfaction with his inner experience led 
^' him to seek out Frank W. Sandford, who presided over one of the more 
prominent of these centers. Sandford was a former Free Baptist minister 
who had left that church to strike out “in faith” as an independent in 
1893. By 1898 the “Holy Ghost and Us” society that he had founded 
was operating a Bible and missionary training school large enough to ac¬ 
commodate 500 students in a complex of buildings named “Shiloh” that 
stood high on a hill overlooking the Androscoggin River in the town of 
Durham, Maine. Parham and about eight others from his Topeka mission 
enrolled in Sandford’s school in the summer of 1900. 12 


Parham spent about six weeks at Shiloh and was greatly impressed. On 
the journey to and from Maine he stopped to visit the communitarian set¬ 
tlement of the healer-evangelist and self-styled “Prophet” John Alex¬ 
ander Dowie in Zion City, just north of Chicago; the “Eye-Opener” mis¬ 
sion work in Chicago itself; “Malone’s” work in Cleveland, Ohio; 
Simpson’s Nyack, New York, institute; and other sites of Holiness exper¬ 
imentation. In each place Parham sought in vain for a teaching and expe¬ 
rience of Baptism in the Holy Spirit that “tallied with the Word of God.” 
He went back to Topeka convinced that no one had yet found the “true 
Baptism.” 13 

On his return, Parham was denied access to his Healing Home and 
mission by the preacher he had left in charge during his absence. Choos¬ 
ing to “resist not evil,” and, perhaps more interested just then in his 
search for the “true” Baptism in the Spirit, he decided_To-open-a-new 
Bible school patternecLafter-Sandford’s. 14 

Through the agents of the American Bible Society of Philadelphia, 
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Parham secured the use of an unfinished mansion on the outskirts of 
Topeka. Surely one of the more grotesque examples of Victorian archi¬ 
tecture ever constructed, “Stone’s Folly,” as it was known locally, was a 
jumble of red brick, white stone, balustrades, ornate cornices, stained 
glass windows and doors, with cupolas, tall chimneys and a soaring ob¬ 
servatory. Each of the completed rooms was finished in paneling of dif¬ 
ferent exotic woods. 15 

l^The “College of Bethel” was openedjDn.October 15,J900, with about 
Three dozen persons, including “students” and their children in atten¬ 
dance. Most of them had been ministers or religious workers for some 
years in Methodi st, Baptist, Qua ker^and independent Holiness churches 
and missions. All of them were of the Holiness per suasion and shared 
Parham’s desire for a new experience of the Spirit, and for new power in 
evangelistic work. 16 

Perhaps typical of the group was Agnes N. Ozman. Bom of German 
descent in Albany, Wisconsin, Miss Ozman had grown up under the 
watchful eyes of her devout Methodist parents on the Nebraska prairies. 
In adolescence she found the experience of sanctification and embarked 
on a lifelong spiritual odyssey. She attended T. C. Horton’s Bible school 
at St. Paul, Minnesota, and Simpson’s Nyack institute, visited Dowie’s 
utopia, and worked intermittently for twelve years as a home missionary 
with various groups before ending up in Kansas City mission work in the 
fall of 1900. There she attended a meeting where Parham announced the 
opening of his school in Topeka and asked for volunteers. “My heart,” 
she said, “felt a stir within for a greater fulness of the Spirit,” and she 
was off on still another search for the ultimate experience. At the time, 
she was twenty-nine years old, temperamentally high-strung and nervous, 
and suffering from consumption of long standing. 17 

In imitation of Sandford’s Shiloh techniques, the Bethel school was 

in three-hour shifts was maintained in one of the tower rooms, several 
rooms were set aside for a healing home, and much time was given to 
prayer and fasting. Parham was the only regular teacher, but numerous 
evangelists visited to preach and teach. Parham taught by extempora¬ 
neous exposition of the Bible, verse by verse; the students learned by 
rote. House-to-house canvassing was carried out during part of the day, 
and, in the evening, services were held in a downtown mission. The 
group had all things in common, shared their material possessions and 
money, ate at the same table, performed household chores, worked in the 
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mission, and prayed and studied in concert, their “only object utter aban¬ 
donment in obedience to the commandments of Jesus, however uncon¬ 
ventional.” 18 

Over it all, Parham presided. Now twenty-seven years old, he pre¬ 
sented a singularly curious spectacle. Whether by birth, or as a result of 
his childhood ailments, or, as Parham believed, because of the “poi¬ 
sons,” that is, medicines, administered to him, at full maturity he was a 
dwarflike figure. Slight, spare, and “extremely delicate looking,” he had 
a pale face, bushy eyebrows, a full mustache, and an “abnormally large” 
brow crowned with masses of brown hair. 19 But a reporter sent to get a 
story on the “strange religion” at Bethel said, “Mr. Parhanr-rfoe^ not 
impress one as. heing,a_peculiar man . Indeed he is a righ t good fe llow and 
is earnest in his life’s work.” 20 A convert of later years described him as 
the, students at Bethel no doubt saw him: 


A personable, gifted, accomplished, original and forceful thinker and a 
vivid, magnetic personality with superb, versatile platform ability, he always 
held his audience in the curve of his hand. People sat spellbound, one 
moment weeping, the next rocking with laughter. ... His humility, his 
meekness and consecration impressed everyone most favorably . 21 

Perhaps his unusual physical appearance was more an asset than a liabil¬ 
ity for one propagating so unusual a gospel. 


(\/ The story of the “outpouring of the Spirit” at Bethel College has come 
down to us weighted with miracle and wonder. 22 Parham first convinced 
his students that what most of them called the Baptis m in the Spirit _w a&^ 
in fact, either sanctification or “the-anointing that abideth, ” and that their 
task was to discover the “tr ue” Baptism . Agnes Ozman described her re¬ 
action to this: 

I like some others was decided for a time that I had my Baptism and had 
received as I thought the Holy Ghost at a time of consecration or in sanc¬ 
tification in being separated unto the Lord. But after hearing Mr. Parham 
proclaim with much assurance and with power that the Holy Spirit was vet to 
be poured out, and to be given to believers, my own heart became so hungry 
for the promised gift and Comforter I began to cry out for this mighty fulfill¬ 
ment of promise. At times I longed for the Holy Spirit to come in more than 
for my necessary food and at night a desire was felt more than for sleep and I 
knew it was the Lord . 23 


Before leaving for a three-days’ campaign in Kansas City near the end 
of December 1900, Parham told the Bethel group to study the subjecLpf 
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the ^Baptism separately, and in solitude. Directing them to read carefully 
the second chapter of the book of Acts, Parham said, 


The gifts are in the Holy Spirit and with the baptism of the Holy Spirit the""! 
gifts, as well as the graces, should be manifested. Now, students, while lam/ 
gone, see if there is not some evidence given of the baptism so there may be ' % 

no doubt on the subject . 24 J 


Returning to the school on the morning of December 30, Parham called 
the students together and asked for their findings. 


To my astonishment they all had the same story, that while there were dif¬ 
ferent things occurred [sic] when the Pentecostal blessing fell, that the in¬ 
disputable proof on each occasion was, that they spake with other tongues . 25 

Now miraculously enlightened on the “true” Baptism, and buttressed 
by some seventy-five kindred souls who came for the New Year holidays, 
the group prayed, fasted, and held services night and day, awaiting the 
coming of the Spirit in a Second Pentecost. Then, in the words of Agnes 
Ozman, 


Near eleven o’clock on this first day of January it came to me to have hands 
laid upon me to fulfil Scriptures. I remembered somewhere in the Bible the 
believers had hands laid upon them during prayer when they received the 
Holy Spirit. I asked Bro. Parham to pray and to lay hands on me that I might 
receive the Baptism in the Holy Ghost and as he prayed and laid hands opon 
[sic] my head I began to speak in tongues glorifying God. Bless him! I 
talked several languages for it was manifested when a dilect [sic] was 
spoken. Glory to God ! 26 


Miss Ozman claimed that for the next three days she spoke only in 
Chinese and wrote only in Chinese characters. “Some of the writing has 
been interpreted,” she said, “and it is wonderful messages.” 27 The 
others, prodded on by Miss Ozman’s example, “tarried” together in an 
upper room cleared for the purpose, “scarcely eating or sleeping.” On 
the evening of January 3rd, while Parham was holding a meeting in a 
Free Methodist church in Topeka, the fire fell on the company at Bethel. 
Lillian Thistlethwaite, Mrs. Parham’s sister, described the event. 



We prayed for ourselves, we prayed for one another. I never felt so little and 
utterly nothing before. A scrap of paper charred by fire is the best description 
I can give of my feelings. Then through the Spirit this message came to my 
soul, “Praise Him for laying on of hands.’’ Then a great joy came into my 
soul and I began to say, “I praise Thee,’’ and my tongue began to get thick 
and great floods of laughter came into my heart. I could no longer think 
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words of praise, for my mind was sealed, but my mouth was filled with a 
rush of words I didn’t understand. I tried not to laugh for I feared to grieve 
the Spirit. I tried to praise Him in English but could not, so I just let the 
praise come as it would in the new language given, with floodgates of glory 
wide open. He had come to me, even to me to speak not of Himself but to 
magnify the Christ,—and oh, what a wonderful, wonderful Christ was re¬ 
vealed. Then I realized I was not alone for all around me I heard great rejoic¬ 
ing while others spoke in tongues and magnified God . 28 

Howard D. Stanley, another of those present that night, related his 
story with crude grammar and spelling. 

I saw the clovendjonges as-oHirercanie dowirinte-the-room and my vocal 
cords aind tongue changed and I was speaking another language and so was 
a yj most of the others . 29 

^ When Parham entered the dimly-lit room later that evening, he saw 
A twelve ministers sitting, kneeling, and standing with up-raised hands, 
V ^engulfed in a miraculous “sheen ofw hite l i ght -above- the hr ightness_pf 
p many lamps.” Falling on his knees behind a table while the company 
' \ sang^WiffTangelic voices “Jesus, Lover of My Soul” in “at least six dif- 
^ ferent languages,” Parham sought the same experience. 

v! He distinctly made it clear to me that He raised me up and trained me to 
declare this mighty truth to the world, and if I was willing to stand for it, 
' with all the persecutions, hardships, trials, slander, scandal that it would en¬ 
tail, He would give me the blessing. And I said, “Lord I will, if You will 
\ just give me this blessing.” Right then there came a slight twist in my 

' throat, a glory fell over me and I began to worship God in the Sweedish [sic] 

tongue, which later changed to other languages and continued so until the 


morning. 


jf 


pAs relat edZthe whole episode at-Bethel is too pat to be true.l In some 
respects the accounts used by Pentecostals undermine their own miracu¬ 
lous interpretation, and in other respects additional eyewitness accounts, 
ignored by Pentecostal historians, flatly contradict the accepted version. 

In the first place, although it cannot be said for certain that Parham 
taught his students that sp eaking in ton gues-was proof of Spirit baptism 
from the outset, it is very likely that he had reached that conclusion for 
himself beforeharid. Parham had long been concerned about the conflict¬ 
ing views on the Baptism, and had read much, traveled far, and con¬ 
versed extensively with Holiness leaders on the subject. It is difficult to 
believe that he was not familiar with the ideas of Torrey and olheisjur- 
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thermore, his school was primarily for training home and foreign mis¬ 
sionaries, and Parham had long believed that God could give people the 
miraculous ability to preach in foreign languages without any study on 
their part. 


I had felt for many years that any missionary going to the foreign field 
should preachjn the language of t he native s. That if God had ever equipped 
his ministers in that way He'could do it today. That if Balaam’s mule could 
stop in the middle of the road and give the first preacher that went out for 
money a “bawling out’’ in Arabic that anybody today ought to be able to 
preach in any language of the world if they had horse sense enough to let 
God use their tongue and throat . 31 


Parham had himself spoken automatically in English on several oc¬ 
casions before opening the school at Topeka. Using the royal “we,” 
Parham told of those experiences. 


We ourselves had known the power of the Holy Ghost in our lives to a won¬ 
derful degree for many years, and had such wonderful anointings that we 
were carried far beyond ourselves, many times for ten, fifteen and twenty 
minutes words of living truth (Our minds took no part, but in which we be¬ 
came an interested listener) flowed from our lips; yet this was but the anoint¬ 
ing that abideth, not the Baptism of the Holy Ghost as many believed it to 
be . 32 


■-V 1 
y 


/ According to PentecostaL-myth ology, th gLjdoctrine that speaking in f 
tongues is the evidence of Baptism in the Holy Spirit was miraculously yU 
pvealed when the students at Bethel unanimousl y reached that con clusion-^ x/ 1 
k{ter independent study of the Scriptures/But Parham had specifically in- \f^ 
stractedThem to se^ch~th e~second chapter of Acts f or the indisputable ev¬ 
idence of Spirit-baptism, and it is just this section of the New^ restament 
where speaking in tongues is tied most directly to the descent of the Holy 
Spirit. It seems clear that Parham had previously formulated the doctrine 
in his own mind but, in order to make it appear to be a miraculous divine 
revelation, set the stage for his students to “discover” the doctrine he in¬ 
tended them to. But this story of the students’ discovery is based on only 
three accounts: those of Parham, his wife, and his wife’s sister. The only\ 

ard Stanley—tell a different, c ontra dictory tale. 

Miss Ozman claimed that she knew nothing about the doctrine of Bap¬ 
tism in the Spirit with speaking in tongues until after her experience#/ l 
January 1, 1901, when it was revealed to her only. Then, she saidfshe r 
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had to convince the others that “it was Bible” by pointing them to Acts 
2:4 and Acts 19:1-6. 


jBefore receiving the Comforter I did not know that I would spea[k] in 
|tongue[s] when I received the Holy Ghost for I did not know it was Bible. 
J3ut after I received the Holy Spirit speaking in tongues it was revealed to me 
that I had the promise of th[e] Father as it is written and as Jesus said. . . . 
And now I will put in print and say I did not know then that anyone else 
would speak in tongues. 33 


Stanley seemed to confirm this story when he said, “Agnes Ozman was 
the one that made clear to me that when we were filled with Holy Spirit 
that we would speak in other tongues.” 34 

Furthermore, the position that Miss Ozman first spoke in tongues on 
January 1, 1901 is insupportable. In her earliest account of the events of 
that day, Agnes Ozman said, “About three weeks before this, while three 
of us girls were in prayer, I spoke three words in another tongue.” This 
was corroborated by Lillian Thistlethwaite, who said Miss Ozman “had 
received a few words while in the Prayer Tower. ” And the earliest news¬ 
paper account I could find, dated January 9, 1901, and based on an inter¬ 
view in which Parham was quoted, says that Miss Ozman first spoke in 
tongues “about two weeks ago.” 35 

/In viewj)f the scanty and conflicting evidence, we are compelled to 
speculate^ It seems most probable that Parham arrived' at his do'ctrine of 
i the Baptism in the Spirit with speaking in tongues sometime during the 
Vyear 1900. At the Bethel school he led the group in their studies in such a 
way as to make them believe the doctrine was not his own “man-made” 
idea, but came by revelation. Miss Ozman made the intended connection 
between speaking in tongues and the Baptism in the Spirit, and, being 
temperamentally predisposed, experienced slight disturbances of speech 
soon after she entered Bethel in early December. With expectations 
heightened by the dawning of a new century, Miss Ozman achieved fully 
automatic speech, and a few days later others were carried into the expe¬ 
rience. In retrospect, the episode took on such cosmic significance to the 
Parhams that they remembered it as totally divine and supernatural. 
^r-The miraculou^stery of Bethel College gives us insight into the Pen¬ 
tecostal s’J^f-ima^e; Their movement, according to the accepted story, 
was foundeanmearly the exact manner in which the Church was founded 
on the day of Pentecost. The 40 students plus about 75 visitors at the time 
of Miss Ozman’s Spirit baptism made roughly 120 persons, the same as 



THE APOSTOLIC FAITH MOVEMENT 


57 


on the day of Pentecost. The outpouring of January 3rd in an “upper 
room,” the speaking in tongues, the visible tongues of fire, and the mul¬ 
titude of newspapermen and linguists alleged to have flocked there, are 
almost exactly as Pentecost is described4n4he,$econd chapter of Acts. In 
addition, there is much sytnbolism in the stoi>y, some of it based on 
sacred numerology, a popularTopic^witffPentecostals to this day. It was 
about three days from the time the students began to search the Bible for 
the “true” doctrine of the Baptism until they reached their verdict, an¬ 
other three days till Agnes Ozman spoke in tongues on January 1, and 
still another three days till the general outpouring of January 3rd. The 
number three symbolizes the Trinity, and three times three is the numeri¬ 
cal equivalent of perfection. Parham and the twelve ministers who were 
in the “upper room” on the night of January 3 correspond to Jesus and 
the disciples. 






All was not love and harmony at Bethel. Less than a week after thi 
Spirit fell, one of the saints, S. J. Riggins, defected and told the locafW^ 
newspapers that the school was^a fakeV ’ As it turned out, he rendered a ■ *' 
service to Parham, for not untiLtheo^Ici the story receive coverage. In a 
short time, reporters from Kansas City, St. Louis, Cincinnati, and else¬ 
where came to Bethel and wrote about the “strange sect” whose ad¬ 
herents claimed to speak languages that they did not understand. One ar¬ 
ticle included a sample of Lillian Thistlethwaite’s tongue-speech and its 
“interpretation.” 


“Euossa, Euossa use, relia sema cala mala kanah leullia sage nalan. Ligle 
logle lazle Iogle. Ene mine mo, sah rah el me sah rah me.” These sentences 
were translated as meaning, “Jesus is mighty to save.” “Jesus is ready to 
hear,” and “God is love.” 36 

The newspaper reports, on the whole, were only mildly bantering in \ 
tone, though they were considered “almost blasphemous” by the Apos- r& ^ 
tolic Faith believers. Bethel was referred to as the “Parham School of vj^ :- b 
Tongues,” the prayer tower as “the t ower of B abel.” and their “ 
religion” as “queer and strange.” Yet press coverage, favorable or 
erwise, attracted attention to the new movement. Parham was inspired to 
launch out with his message. Planning a campaign across the country to 
the Northeast, Parham moved first on Kansas City with an “Apostolic 
Band” of seven workers. 37 

His arrival was heralded by front-page news coverage, but after two 


new 
oth- J 
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weeks the group returned to the Topeka school in failure. Another, larger 
band then went out with Parham to try its luck in Lawrence, with the 
same dismal results. Nor was Topeka any more hospitable to Parham’s 
gospel. By mid-summer, “Stone’s Folly” had been sold out from under 
the Bethel group, and only a hard core of disciples followed Parham to 
Kansas City where he opened another unsuccessful Bible school. 38 

There the faithful few began to leave, one by one. Howard Stanley 
went to open a mission in Lawrence which, he said, “had nothing to do 
with the bible school” (i.e., Parham’s). 39 Ag nes Qzman returned to mis¬ 
sion work somewhere in the Midwest, and repudiated her experience at 
f Bethel (though she was mclaimed_to^Penteeostalism soon after the Los 
\_Angeles revival of 1906). 40 When the Kansas City school closed after 
four months, the saints had all scattered, “some preaching, others to 
other things.” Parham, deserted by all but his wife and her sister, and 
mourning the death of his year-old son the previous spring, was utterly 
despondent. Looking back on these days years later, Mrs. Parham said 
they were “hated, despised, counted as naught, for weeks and weeks 
never knowing where our next meal would come from, yet feeling that we 
must maintain the faith once for all delivered to the saints.” 41 

The winter of 1901-02 found the Parhams in Lawrence, Kansas, where 
they remained for a year and a half, preaching here and there, but still to 
no avail. “The people,” said Mrs. Parham, “seemed slow to accept the 
truth, some declaring it was not the power of God which enabled us to 
speak in tongues.” 42 During these months Parham, the rejected prophet, 
formulated his ideas and put them into print under the title A Voice Cry - 
% v ing in the Wilderness . 43 

^ V . Success came in the fall of 1903, after Parhani^shifted his emphasis 
U , back to-healing, and carried his gospel into the miningTegton^rthe junc- 
\ ture of Kansas, Missouri, and Oklahoma known as tHe Tri-State District. 

Parham was invited to hold meetings in GalenaTlCansSS', by Mrs. Mary 
V A. Arthur, a devout Methodist who professe<TTo have been healed 

H, through Parham’s ministry at the health resort of Eldorado Springs, Mis¬ 

souri, the previous summer. 44 

Galena lay at the center of the Tri-State District, which for half a cen¬ 
tury would be the richest lead and zinc producing area in the world. Min¬ 
ing operations had begun there as early as the 1870’s, but large-scale 
production did not start until 1899. Galena was a typical, wide-open, 
frontier boom-town “where everything went,” and the sight of dead bod¬ 
ies lying between the saloons, brothels and tent shacks on the morning 
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after was commonplace. In a region where memories of old-time cam p 
meeting revivals were still very much alive, but where the established de¬ 
nominations had already abandoned that tradition, Parham _met with ^an 
enthusiagtic,response. 4S 

Meetings were held first in a tent pitched alongside the Arthur home, 
and then in a rented warehouse with seats for 2,000. The revival con¬ 
tinued night and day all winter long, attracting “thousands” from a 
hundred mile radius. One newspaper account reported that more than 500 
were converted, some 250 were baptized in the icy waters of the Spring 
River, and many received “what they term ‘the Pentecost’ and are en¬ 
abled to speak in foreign tongues. ... but of all the wonderful things^ 
which have transpired in connection with these meetings, nothing has at¬ 
tracted the attention of the public as has th^healings’.y 46 

Parham left the work at Galena in the charge of Mrs. Arthur and Mrs. 
Fannie Dobson, who opened a mission there, while he launched out to 
hold revivals of lesser dimensions in Baxter Springs and Melrose, Kan¬ 
sas, and in Joplin, Missouri. His converts and workers carried the move¬ 
ment to Columbus, Kansas, Carthage, Missouri, and Miami, Oklahoma. 

As a result of these campaigns, several Apostolic Faith missions and 
house meetings were established in the Tri-State District. 47 

In the spring of 1905 another fruitful field was opened to Parham: the 
boom-towns of the Houston-Galveston area, which sprang up overnight 
following the Spindletop oil strike near Beaumont four years earlier. Mr. 
and Mrs. Walter Oyler, who had attended Parham’s meetings in Galena 
and Joplin, invited him to hold house meetings in their home in the 
prairie village of Orchard, Texas. Finding a favorable reception, Parham 
returned to the missions of the Tri-State District where he raised funds 
and recruited workers for a major campaign in Houston, the largest city 
in Texas. 48 / 

In July 1905 some two dozen Apostoiics (adherents^-ofnhe^Apostolic 
Faith Movement) descendedjoiLHouston, working in teams from house to 
house and visiting the jails during the days. In the evenings Parham, 
“clad in the robes of a bishop,” marched through the streets at the head 
of his Oriental-costumed entourage, stopping here and there to preach on 
comers, and leading the inspired and the curious to meetings in a rented 
hall. 49 

^-A spectacular healing brought Parham the free advertising of newspa¬ 
per coverage. The wifej rf a prominent lawyer in Houston, who se suit for 
injuries suffered in a street-car accident had beeiTwidely pubficizerffwas 
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carried up the stairs to the “upper room” in Bryan Hall and prayed for by 
{ Parham. Rising from her chairrshr^walked about the hall in a state of 
v ecstatic joy, shouting, clapping her hands, and praising the Lord.” Par- 
Jjiam, however, had his greatest success, not in Houston, but in the town 
of Brunner just outside Houston. There he won over the independent Ho¬ 
liness mission of W. Fay Carothers, and for some years that church was 
the headquarters of the Apostolic Faith Movement in Texas. 50 

By the fall of 1905, their ranks swelled by some two dozen more work¬ 
ers, the Apostolics fanned out in bands to evangelize the towns and cities 
southward tcTGalveston 7Tn December, Parham rented a large, two-story 
frame house in Houston, and announced the opening of a Bible school for 
training still more workers needed to “firmly establish this great growing 
work in Texas.” The school was operated along the same lines as Bethel 
had been, but with the additional innovation of J&aching Jsv the H oly 
Spirit directly through “prophecy,”.and throughJ^e^sages^-in-tOTgues 
and interpretation. 51 

Among the students at the Houston-school was Willi am Joseph S ey¬ 
mour, the man who later carried the Apostolic Faith Movement to Los 
Angeles. Seymour was a Baptist preacher of Holiness persuasion who 
had been born a slave in Louisiana and been “saved and sanctified” 
under the “Evening Light Saints”. He had worked as a waiter in India¬ 
napolis before stopping at Houston en route to the West Coast. Stocky 
5* and somewhat disheveled in appearance, customarily quiet and unassum¬ 
ing, but fervent in prayer and preaching, Seymour had a vaguely un¬ 
settling effect on others—an effect enhanced by the blindness of one eye. 
\ To admirers and critics alike his demeanor suggested untapped depths of 
awesome power, divine or diabolic. 52 

In Houston, Seymour visited a Negro mission and heard someone 
speak in tongues, probably Pacham’s blackJ^govemess^LLucy Fairoy 

■ ...1 r_ j J.L. it*i‘ _• • _r?—" 


yj who frequented the Holiness missions"oFher race in that city, sometimes 
^accompanied by Parham. At any rate, Seymour showed up at Parham’s 
/ v ^school and asked to be admitted. Parham hesitated 



i v 


* 


Vv v. 


for of provoki 

C racist opposition to_his work r but-SeymdurlfinalIy_prevayedT-T4c< 
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became a “seeker,” but failed to attain the experience until he reached 
Los Angeles. 53 

While working among the black Holiness missions in Houston, Sey¬ 
mour met Neeley Terry. Back in her home city of Los Angeles Miss 
Terry had been a member of a black Baptist church whose ranks had been 
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split when an itinerant evangelist, “Sister Hutchinson,” began preaching 
sanctification as a second act of grace during a revival campaign there. 

The church officials closed the doors against Sister Hutchinson, who 
promptly led a group of the disaffected, including Neeley Terry, in open¬ 
ing a store-front mission on Santa Fe Avenue, in a black neighborhood 
alongside the railroad tracks on the east side of town. On her return to 
Los Angeles, Miss Terry told the Santa Fe congregation about Seymour, 
and persuaded them to engage him as an associate pastor. 54 

When he received the invitation Seymour discussed it with Parham, 
who tried to convince him to remain in Houston to “tarry” for the Bap¬ 
tism and continue to work among his race there. But once again Seymour 
won out, and Parham gave him railroad fare out of the common treasury. 

With prayer and the laying on of hands, Seymour was dispatched from 
Houston to Lo s Angeles sometime in Janua ry lQOtL 55 --- 

It was a turning point. As he laid his hands on the kneeling Seymour, 
Parh^m-w^as unknoMariy^assing^cm the leaders hip of the movement to 
otfiers > Jfe would continue to have a following in theMidwest, but would 
never achieve pro rninence ^mnng Pentecn&tahL-n^tiAiifllly What had been 
under Parham a relative ly small, localized move ment, was to assume in- 
ternational proporti ons through the Los Angele s_ministry-of-the obscure, ^ 
chunky black man-who sat gazing out the sooted train wind ow, lost in 
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IV 


The Pentecostal Revival 


The Los Angeles which Seymour entered was a bustling city, then in a 
boom that would taper off in the years following the Panic of 1907 only 
to be resumed by 1910. The fastest growing city in the nation from 1880 
to 1910, Los Angeles had doubled its population in the 1890’s and more 
than tripled it in the next decade. The sprawling, residential character of 
the city reflected the rural, anti-urban sentiments of its inhabitants. And, 
while industrial growth was even then eroding the rustic aspects of the 
city, the frontier ethos was still strong, and would linger on well into the 
future. 1 

Most of the native white majority were recent migrants from the Mid¬ 
west, having sold their farms and businesses to enjoy their middle and 
declining years in the salubrious climate for which Los Angeles had been 
a byword since the “health craze” of the 1880’s. The high rate of mobil¬ 
ity, both into and within the city, exacerbated the psychological effects of 
urban life: loneliness, ennui, alienation and despair. The consequent 
“quest for community” often found expression in attempts to recreate the 
familiar rural relationships of the past. But the community they sought 
was not broadly enough conceived to include all the residents of Los 
Angeles. 2 

The native white Anglo-Saxon Protestant majority carefully shunned 
the multiplying minority groups of the city. Between 1900 and 1910, 
some 31,000 Europeans, 5,500 blacks, 5,000 Mexicans, and 4,000 Japa¬ 
nese filtered into the downtown ghettoes of the central city or gravitated 
to the segregated pockets on its fringes. Blacks, Orientals and Mex- 
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icans—all considered “non-white’’ by standards then prevailing—ac¬ 
counted for 5.6% of the population in Los Angeles in 1910; southern and 
eastern Europeans for about 4.2%. Together, the “non-whites” and all 
immigrants made up about 22% of the population. 3 

If the old-stock, middle-class, rather elderly majority could not recap¬ 
ture the homogeneous quality of their Midwest youth, they could at least 
turn to the comforts of religion. According to the census of 1916, one in 
three people was a church member, but the actual proportion was no 
doubt considerably larger since Los Angeles was already becoming a 
breeding ground for new sects, many of which were not listed in census 
reports. 

If the atmosphere of worship and the sense of fellowship in many 
mainline denominational churches failed to satisfy the longing for com¬ 
munity, it was not so in the churches of the newer, revivalistic sects. And 
some 11.5% of those church members appearing in the census were 
affiliated with churches other than the major denominations. By 1906 
there were over a hundred churches preaching the “full gospel” in Los 
Angeles. The Church of the Nazarene had 1,695 members in four 
churches in Los Angeles, and an uncertain number in six other churches 
in the surrounding region. Churches of the Pentecostal Union (“Pillar of 
Fire”), the Metropolitan Church Association (“Burning Bush”), Peniel 
Missions, the Christian and Missionary Alliance, and numerous indepen¬ 
dent churches and missions were active in promoting holiness and re¬ 
vival. Moreover, many denominational churches like the Methodist Epis¬ 
copal, North, had been carried into the Holiness camp in the 1890’s, and 
some at least were still preaching the “higher life” and praying for re¬ 
vival. Similar conditions prevailed in the churches of nearby Pasadena, 
San Diego, Hermon, Santa Barbara, and San Pedro. 4 

Even those Angelenos who were not affiliated with any church clung 
fiercely to the pietistic values and mores of 19th-century Evangelical 
Protestantism. Answering a criticism of the “rural beliefs, pieties, super¬ 
stitions and habits” of Los Angeles, one spokesman declared, “She de¬ 
liberately chooses to be dubbed ‘Puritan,’ ‘Middle-West Farmer,’ ‘Pro¬ 
vincial’, etc., and glories in the fact that she has been able to sweep away 
many flaunting indecencies that still disgrace older and more vice- 
complacent communities. ’ ’ 5 

Not only was the general moral and religious climate of Los Angeles 
such as to predispose at least some of its inhabitants to the Pentecostal 
movement, but when Seymour arrived a revival was already in progress, 
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a revival in which the expectation of Pentecostal gifts and signs figured 
prominently. 

Inspired by the news of the Welsh revival, the Holiness believers of the 
city had been praying for a similar outpouring of the Spirit. In the spring 
of 1905 F. B. Meyer, the English Keswick champion and a participant in 
the Welsh revival, spoke to large audiences in Los Angeles. Joseph 
Smale, pastor of the First Baptist Church, returned in July from a visit to 
Wales and began prayer meetings in his church that led to a sixteen-week 
revival. A member of the First Methodist Church said of the “prayer 
band” there, “We prayed that Pentecost might come to the city of Los 
Angeles.” During the summer, the spirit of revival was evident in the 
“Burning Bush” and Peniel missions, and in several independent 
churches and missions. Special revival campaigns were held in tents in 
the city and at camp meetings in the nearby Arroyo mountains. 6 

A prominent figure in developing and spreading the revival in the Los 
Angeles region was Frank Bartleman, a Holiness preacher who arrived in 
the city in December 1904, after a decade of itinerant evangelism all over 
the nation. After hearing Meyer speak, Bartleman read the accounts of 
the Welsh revival by S. B. Shaw and G. Campbell Morgan, began corre¬ 
sponding with Evan Roberts, and threw himself wholeheartedly into the 
work of promoting revival in southern California. Night and day he vis¬ 
ited and preached in various churches, wrote tracts and articles for Holi¬ 
ness periodicals, and distributed the booklets by Shaw and Morgan and 
thousands of other tracts in the missions, saloons and brothels, and on 
street corners. “The spirit of revival,” he said, “consumed me.” 7 

Bartleman was most closely associated with Smale’s First Baptist 
Church, where nightly meetings ran into the small hours of the morning, 
and where Smale prophesied “the speedy return of the apostolic ‘gifts’ to 
the church.” In September 1905, an attempt by the officials of the First 
Baptist Church to curb the revival precipitated the defection of Smale, 
Bartleman, and the “most spiritual” church members, who rented Bur¬ 
bank Hall and organized the New Testament Church. Revival continued 
with all-night prayer meetings in which the saints were “led to pray for a 
Pentecost. It seemed almost beginning.” Then, in February of 1906, as 
Bartleman remembered it. 

One afternoon after a service in the New Testament Church, seven of us 

seemed providentially led to join hands and agree in prayer to ask the Lord 
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to pour out His Spirit speedily, with “signs following.” Where we got the 
idea from at that time I do not know. He must Himself have suggested it to 
us. We did not have “tongues” in mind. I think none of us ever heard of 
such a thing. 8 

It was into this charged atmosphere that Seymour came, early in 1906. 
In his first sermon at the Santa Fe Holiness mission, on a Sunday morn¬ 
ing, he preached on Acts 2:4, declaring that no one had the real Baptism 
in the Holy Spirit unless he spoke in tongues. Sister Hutchinson and the 
saints at the mission believed that the Baptism and sanctification were one 
and the same experience, an experience most of them claimed to have 
had. Seymour’s teaching required that they repudiate their own belief and 
experience concerning the Baptism. Although they had heard about the 
speaking in tongues in Houston from Neeley Terry, they believed that it 
was only one of the gifts of the Spirit that were to be poured out upon 
sanctified believers, those who had already been Baptized in the Spirit. 
When Seymour returned for the afternoon service he found the doors 
padlocked against him. 9 

Feeling compelled to continue his work at all costs, Seymour resorted 
to cottage prayer meetings, first in the home of “Irish” Lee and his wife, 
black adherents of one of the Peniel missions, and later in the home of 
another black couple, the Baptist “Brother and Sister” Asbury, who 
lived at 214 North Bonnie Brae Street in the depressed section north of 
Temple Street. In the beginning, Seymour’s flock consisted primarily of 
Negro washwomen. Seymour was handicapped in that he himself had not 
yet spoken in tongues and was not successful in inducing it in others. 10 

But news of Seymour and his teaching spread by word of mouth from 
the first. The Lees discussed the new development with members of 
Peniel Hall; a Mr. and Mrs. C. M. McGowan, who heard Seymour’s ser¬ 
mon at the Santa Fe mission, reported it to members of their church, 
William Pendleton’s Holiness Church on Hawthorne Street; and Frank 
Bartleman, ever attuned to “the movement of the Spirit” in Holiness 
circles, began visiting Seymour’s house meetings sometime in March, as 
did Arthur Osterberg and some of the members of his independent Full 
Gospel Church. 11 

Lack of real success, however, led Seymour to write Parham for assis¬ 
tance, and sometime in late March or early April Lucy Farrow and 
“Brother” J. A. Warren arrived from Houston. Lucy Farrow had already 
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spoken in tongues and soon became famous for her ability to induce it in 
others at the touch of her hands. Shortly after their arrival “the power 
fell” in the Bonnie Brae meeting on April 9th; within a few days, sev¬ 
eral, including Seymour, found the Pentecostal experience. 12 

The following Sunday morning, one of the black “sisters” from the 
Bonnie Brae meetings visited the New Testament Church and spoke in 
tongues. This “created quite a stir,” and led a number of those present to 
go to Seymour’s meeting that same afternoon. Encouraged by the 
“break” in the work, Seymour opened meetings in a rented hall a few 
days later. 13 

Renowned among Pentecostals ever since as the center from which 
their movement radiated around the world, 312 Azusa Street was a run¬ 
down former African Methodist Episcopal church on a side street in the 
central urban ghetto amid wholesale houses, stockyards, stables, a lum¬ 
beryard, and a tombstone shop. It had been converted into a stable and 
storage warehouse on the ground floor with a rooming house above. A 
relatively small, flat-roofed rectangular building finished with white¬ 
washed clapboards, the only indication of its origins was a single gothic- 
style window above the entrance. Seymour and his tiny flock cleared an 
area on the ground floor of discarded building materials and other debris, 
and arranged seating for two or three dozen persons by placing planks 
across empty nail kegs. Two empty packing boxes served as a pulpit. 14 

Like the story of the Bethel College “outpouring of the Spirit,” that of 
the Los Angeles revival has been greatly embroidered and distorted. The 
initial visitation of the Spirit on the saints at Bonnie Brae is said to have 
“stirred the whole city,” and attracted such crowds that even the Azusa 
Street building, rented out of necessity to accommodate the crush, was 
inadequate. A great revival is said to have continued night and day at 
Azusa for three years from the day of its opening. One account has it that 
the house on Bonnie Brae collapsed from the jumping, stamping and 
dancing “in the Spirit,” though, miraculously, no one was injured. 15 

Actually, the saints at Azusa had little real success until July at the ear¬ 
liest. Soon after the meetings began at Azusa, the Los Angeles Daily 
Times reported the “weird babel of tongues” heard amongst a “new sect 
of fanatics.” But, as the report indicated, the meetings’ newsworthiness 
lay in their bizarre character. It did not have revival dimensions and thus 
no further articles appeared in the Times until September. When Bartle- 
man attended one of the first meetings at Azusa he found only “about a 
dozen saints there, some white, some colored.” 16 
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The work, it seems, received its first major impetus from the San Fran¬ 
cisco earthquake of April 18th. The quake aroused widespread religious 
concern throughout the nation, and Azusa mission in Los Angeles 
profited from it. The Dallas Baptist Herald , commenting on the disaster, 
voiced the sentiments of many people at the time when it said the event 
was designed to “shock us into attention to his words that life is but a 
span and that eternity is all in all.’’ 17 

Earth tremors were felt in Los Angeles and other parts of southern Cal¬ 
ifornia for several days after the San Francisco upheaval. Bartleman 
believed the incident had “opened many hearts,’’ and attempted to capi¬ 
talize on the situation by mass distribution of his tracts, “The Last Call” 
and “The Earthquake Tract.” Within three weeks’ time, seventy-five 
thousand of the latter had been sown broadside in the missions, churches, 
and saloons, and on the streets of Los Angeles and other communities in 
southern California, and fifty thousand in the San Francisco area. “The 
San Francisco earthquake,” said Bartleman, “was surely the voice of 
God to the people on the Pacific Coast. It was used mightily in convic¬ 
tion, for the gracious after revival.” 18 

Still, the work seems to have moved by fits and starts until late sum¬ 
mer. Glenn A. Cook, a former Baptist and then a free-lance Holiness 
preacher who became active in the Azusa mission early in its history, 
said, “The meetings had been running about a month when the power 
fell.” But when Rachel Sizelove first visited the mission in June, the situ¬ 
ation was exactly as Bartleman had found it in mid-April. “There were,” 
she wrote, “about twelve of God’s children, white and colored, there tar¬ 
rying before the Lord. . . .’’As Bartleman said, “The ‘Ark of God’ 
moved off slowly, but surely, at ‘Azusa.’ Gradually the tide arose in vic¬ 
tory. But from a small beginning, a very little flame.” 19 Then, sometime 
in July, Bartleman reported to the Way of Faith: “Pentecost has come to 
Los Angeles.” 

Sporadic success in those early months was, to a large extent, due to 
the utter dependence of those at Azusa upon what they believed to be the 
direct operation of the Spirit. Asserting that all human efforts at promo¬ 
tion of the work were antithetical to reliance on the Spirit, they refused to 
advertise the meetings other than by word of mouth. “No bills,” wrote 
Ewart, “were printed to advertise the meetings at the commencement. 
Neither were there any worldly newspapers patronized.” Even people 
passing the building could not have known about the meetings going on 
there unless they happened by at those times when “the power” impelled 
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the saints to raise their voices in shouts and songs, since no announce¬ 
ments of services were posted outside, nor was a name affixed to it for 
fear of “grieving the Spirit.” 20 

But in September, after Bartleman had been writing about the Azusa 
work in holiness periodicals for about two months, the Las Angeles Daily 
Times returned to cover the meetings, and other local papers came as 
well. The newspaper accounts were heavy with “ridicule and abuse,” 
but, as Bartleman acknowledged, they gave the work “much free adver¬ 
tising,” and “this brought the crowds.” The concerned, the curious, and 
the mockers flocked to Azusa Street, and the revival for which the small 
band around Seymour had prayed finally came. 21 

Bartleman depicted, with perhaps some overstatement, the effects of 
the revival on the city: 

In the early “Azusa” days both heaven and hell seemed to have come to 
town. Men were at the breaking point. Conviction was mightily on the peo¬ 
ple. They would fly to pieces even on the street, almost without provocation. 
A very “dead line” seemed to be drawn around “Azusa Mission” by the 
Spirit. When men came within two or three blocks of the place they were 
seized with conviction. 22 

As attendance increased, the entire ground floor of the mission was 
cleared to provide more seats, and an “upper room’ was opened on the 
second floor for those “tarrying for their Pentecost.” The mission was 
open twenty-four hours a day, and people in prayer could be found there 
around the clock. Meetings ran continuously from ten in the forenoon 
until midnight and sometimes two or three the following morning: Ser¬ 
mons were few and short, and almost always emphasized Acts 2:4 or 
Mark 16:17—18. For the most part the meetings were given over to sing¬ 
ing, testifying, and praying. Under “the power of the Spirit,” people 
spoke in tongues, interpreted, prophesied, cast out demons, healed innu¬ 
merable diseases, wrote in tongues, saw visions, played musical in¬ 
struments without any previous training, and harmoniously sang new 
songs composed spontaneously by the Spirit in what was known as “the 
heavenly chorus.” 23 

Bartleman’s description vividly captures the atmosphere at Azusa mis¬ 
sion. 

No subjects or sermons were announced ahead of time, and no special 
speakers for such an hour. No one knew what might be coming, what God 
would do. All was spontaneous, ordered of the Spirit. We wanted to hear 
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from God, through whoever he might speak. . . . The meetings started 
themselves, spontaneously, in testimony, praise and worship. . . . We had 
no prearranged programme to be jammed through on time. Our time was the 
Lord’s. We had real testimonies, from fresh heart-experience. ... A dozen 
might be on their feet at one time, trembling under the power of God. . . . 
All obeyed God, in meekness and humility. In honor we “preferred one 
another.” The Lord was liable to burst through any one. We prayed for this 
continually. Some one would finally get up annointed for the message. All 
seemed to recognize this and give way. It might be a child, a woman, or a 
man. It might be from the back seat, or from the front. It made no dif¬ 
ference. We rejoiced that God was working. . . . The meetings were con¬ 
trolled by the Spirit, from the throne. 24 

There was no need at Azusa mission for the standard revival technique 
of “the invitation” to sinners at the close of the service. 

Some one might be speaking. Suddenly the Spirit would fall upon the con¬ 
gregation. God himself would give the altar call. Men would fall all over the 
house like the slain in battle, or rush for the altar enmasse, to seek God. The 
scene often resembled a forest of fallen trees. 25 

Then, in a burst of “glory,” they would “come through” to salvation, or 
sanctification, or baptism in the Spirit, with shouts and songs of praise, 
speaking in tongues, leaping, running, jumping, kissing, and embracing 
one another. 26 

Initially, the Azusa mission had a multi-racial, multi-ethnic character. 
“God makes no difference in nationality,” said the first issue of the mis¬ 
sion’s periodical, “Ethiopians, Chinese, Indians, Mexicans and other na¬ 
tionalities worship together. ” Other ethnic groups represented at one time 
or another in those early days were Portuguese, Spanish, Russians, Nor¬ 
wegians, Frenchmen, Germans, and Jews. One of the Azusa leaders es¬ 
timated that more than twenty different nationalities were represented at 
the meetings. “It is,” said an eyewitness of the work, “noticeably free 
from all nationalistic feeling. ... No instrument that God can use is 
rejected on account of color or dress or lack of education.” The ethnic 
minority groups of Los Angeles found themselves welcome at Azusa, and 
some would discover there the sense of dignity and community denied 
them in the larger urban culture. 27 

A great many of the earliest attendants were ministers, evangelists, 
missionaries, and religious workers. A number of Holiness preachers, 
like Glenn A. Cook who supervised the correspondence of the mission, 
went there intially to “straighten Seymour out” on his doctrine, only to 
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be converted to it. Azusa became a magnet, attracting clergy and laity of 
various denominations, not only from Los Angeles and southern Califor¬ 
nia, but from all across the country. “One reason for the depth of the 
work at Azusa,” said Bartleman, “was the fact that the workers were not 
novices. They were largely called and prepared for years, from the Holi¬ 
ness ranks, and from the mission field, etc. They had been burnt out, 
tried and proven. They were largely seasoned veterans.” 28 

As the work grew, the Azusa mission was organized as the “Apostolic 
Faith Gospel Mission,” a name that was painted in crude letters across 
the side of the building. A committee of twelve elders was appointed for 
handling the finances and correspondence, publishing a free monthly peri¬ 
odical, and issuing ministerial credentials. Of the twelve, three were 
blacks: Seymour, Jennie Moore, who later married Seymour, and a “Sis¬ 
ter Prince”; the others were Hiram W. Smith (a former Methodist pas¬ 
tor), “Brother and Sister” G. W. Evans, Clara Lunn, Glenn A. Cook, 
Florence Crawford and her daughter (about ten years of age), and two 
others. 29 

The move toward “organization” was deplored by Bartleman, who 
said of it: “The truth must be told. ‘Azusa’ began to fail the Lord also, 
early in her history. God showed me one day that they were going to or¬ 
ganize. . . . Sure enough the very next day ... I found a sign outside 
‘Azusa’. ...” While continuing to maintain friendly contact with the 
Azusa Street mission, Bartleman opened a new work in a building at the 
comer of 8th and Maple Streets on the edge of the largest black district in 
the city. True to his convictions, he refused ever to create “an organiza¬ 
tion,” or even to give the place a name. It was known simply as “8th 
and Maple.” 30 

Shortly afterwards, Bartleman was joined in his work by William 
Pendleton and some forty members of his congregation who had been 
evicted from the Hawthorne Street Holiness Church over the issue of 
speaking in tongues. And Elmer Fisher, a former Baptist pastor from 
Glendale who had joined Smale’s New Testament Church, led a group 
out of it to establish the Upper Room Mission on South Spring Street, not 
far from Azusa mission. By late summer then, there were three Pentecos¬ 
tal missions in Los Angeles. 31 

Emissaries from these missions introduced the Pentecostal message 
into other churches in the city. Anna Hall, from Azusa, preached in an 
Armenian church on Boston Street, reportedly “in their own language as 
the Spirit gave utterance,” and found that they claimed to have practiced 
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speaking in tongues in their homeland for several decades. Adolph Rosa, 
a Methodist minister who had been raised a Roman Catholic, accepted 
the Pentecostal gospel and preached it in the People’s Church. Bartleman 
itinerated among the Peniel and other Holiness missions and churches in 
Los Angeles and the surrounding towns and cities. 32 

Some of the Holiness churches in the city found themselves losing 
members to the Pentecostal missions. Arthur Osterberg closed his Full \/ 
Gospel Church and went with his congregation to Azusa. A. G. Garr, 
pastor of a mission of the Metropolitan Church Association, led the bulk 
of the “Burning Bush” workers into the Azusa mission. Joseph Smale 
had to go to Azusa to “look his people up.” 33 

Recent migrants to Los Angeles who were converted to the new move¬ 
ment returned to their hometowns, impelled by a belief common among 
the early Pentecostals that they had an obligation to bear witness of their 
experience to their friends and relatives. Thus, Iva Campbell went back 
to East Liverpool, Ohio, introduced the Pentecostal gospel, and from 
there the work spread to Akron and Cleveland, and from Cleveland to 
Homestead, Newcastle, and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Rachel Sizelove 
carried the message to Springfield, Missouri; Glenn A. Cook to Indianap¬ 
olis; others to Fort Worth, Seattle, and Benton Harbor, Michigan. 34 

Visitors from afar, attracted to Azusa mission by press reports and by 
the voluminous correspondence carried on by Cook, Clara Lunn, Bartle¬ 
man, and others, found “their Pentecost,” and went back to evangelize. 

G. B. Cashwell, a preacher active in the Fire-Baptized Holiness move¬ 
ment in the Southeast, carried the Pentecostal movement first to his home 
town, Dunn, North Carolina, and then propagated it among the adherants 
of the Fire-Baptized Holiness Church, the Holiness Church of North 
Carolina, the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) and other Holiness 
people in Tennessee, the Carolinas, Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi. 
Charles H. Mason, black co-leader of the- Church of God in Christ, vis¬ 
ited Azusa and carried the Pentecostal message back to his own church 
and other Negro churches in the Southeast. 35 

In the spring of 1907, the indefatigable Bartleman embarked “by 
faith” on a nationwide tour from California to Maine to South Carolina 
and back to California again, bearing the Pentecostal tidings to the Pillar 
of Fire people in Denver; to Christian and Missionary Alliance churches, 
missions, camps, and schools at Conneaut, Cleveland, Youngstown, 
Akron, and Alliance in Ohio, at New Castle, Pittsburgh, and Beaver Falls 
in Pennsylvania, at Nyack and New York City in New York, and at Old 
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Orchard in Maine; and to independent Holiness missions, faith homes, 
and schools in Chicago, Cincinnati, St. Louis, Topeka, Columbia (South 
Carolina), Washington, D.C., and Denver, Colorado Springs, and Trin¬ 
ity, Colorado. He returned to Los Angeles in December, having 
4 ‘preached Pentecost” scores of times to dozens of audiences. 36 

Aside from these visitors and “free lancers,” the Azusa Street mission 
commissioned numbers of foreign and home missionaries, thirty-eight in 
all as early as October 1906, with many more later. Candidates for “the 
field” were chosen by messages in tongues and interpretation, told where 
to go through visions and prophecies, equipped by the Holy Spirit with 
the languages of those to whom they were sent, and dispatched with the 
laying-on of hands by the twelve elders “as the apostles of old.” 37 

Sometimes as individuals, more often in bands, these emissaries 
fanned out from Azusa. One band, including Mrs. Crawford, her daugh¬ 
ter, and Mr. and Mrs. Evans, went north to Oakland, Portland and 
Seattle. Using as a base of operations a Holiness mission in Portland that 
was “turned over” to her after accepting the Pentecostal evangel, 
Florence Crawford then carried the movement eastward to Minneapolis 
and St. Paul. 38 

Missionaries en route to their ports of embarkation proclaimed the Pen¬ 
tecostal tidings along the way, in their hometowns and elsewhere. Mr. 
and Mrs. A. G. Garr, “called” to the Far East, stopped in Chicago, and 
won many from the “Burning Bush” in Danville, Virginia. Lucy 
Farrow, en route to Africa, established a work in Norfolk, Virginia; Mr. 
and Mrs. Hutchins and their teen-age niece Leila McKinney, bound for 
the same destination, preached in Chattanooga. Andrew Johnson, one of 
the earliest Norwegian-American converts at Azusa, stopped in Chicago 
en route to Jerusalem by way of Scandinavia. A number of these mis¬ 
sionaries converged on New York City in the late fall of 1906, and while 
awaiting passage introduced the Pentecostal movement in at least two Ho¬ 
liness missions. 39 

In the Midwest, Parham’s Apostolic Faith workers, encouraged by the 
events in Los Angeles, stepped up their efforts. Pentecostal bands worked 
the territory from Texas to Iowa, and some moved east through Loui¬ 
siana, Mississippi, and Alabama. Parham himself, following up on an 
opening made by some of his group in Zion City, Illinois, took advantage 
of the divisions there that led to Dowie’s ejection on charges of misappro¬ 
priation of funds and polygamy (either actual or contemplated). Within a 
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week several hundred Zionites joined Parham’s movement. Two of the 
converts, Marie Burgess (later Brown) and Jessie Brown, were dis¬ 
patched by Parham to New York City, where they opened a Pentecostal 
mission on 42nd Street near 7th Avenue after the Holiness missions 
rejected them. 40 

Most important for the rapid dissemination of the Pentecostal message 
was its propagation at convocations of Holiness people gathered from all 
across the nation and around the world. Champions of the new movement 
hastened from one Holiness camp meeting to another: the Christian and 
Missionary Alliance meetings, attended by people of various affiliations, 
at Beulah Park in Cleveland, Ohio, Rocky Springs Park near Lancaster, 
Pennsylvania, Beaver Falls and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and Old Or¬ 
chard, Maine; and Holiness association meetings also at Old Orchard and 
at South Framingham (near Boston); Wilmore, Kentucky; Falcon, North 
Carolina; and Durant (near Miami). Pentecostal zealots attended conven¬ 
tions in various Holiness schools and homes: “Mother Moise’s” Home in 
St. Louis; Beulah Rescue Home in Chicago; the Alliance Rest Home in 
Alliance, Ohio; Beulah Holiness Bible School in Beulah, Oklahoma; 
God’s Bible School in Cincinnati; Elim Faith Home and Bible Institute 
near Rochester, New York; the Alliance Bible and Missionary Training 
Institute at Nyack, New York; Bethel Holiness School at Magnolia, 
North Carolina; and the Altamont Bible Institute at Greenville, South 
Carolina. From these places the Pentecostal evangel was carried by new 
converts back to the innumerable religious groups and locales from which 
they came. 41 

Widespread publicity of the Los Angeles revival, especially in the Ho¬ 
liness periodical press, which reached those most likely to accept it, 
paved the way for the spread of the movement. In the South, J. M. Pike’s 
Way of Faith (Columbia, S.C.) carried articles and reports in nearly every / 
issue beginning in mid-summer, 1906. Through the reading of these, the v 
independent Holiness principal of Altamont Bible Institute, J. Nickels 
Holmes, and many Fire-Baptized and other Holiness people were pre¬ 
pared for the Pentecostal message that G. B. Cashwell brought to them 
from Azusa, where he had gone after reading the same articles. Alliance 
people read about the movement in their periodical. The Christian and 
Missionary Alliance; the Apostolic Light (Salem, Ore.) broke the ground 
for Mrs. Crawford’s success in the Pacific Northwest; the Gospel Witness 
(Louisville, Ky.) in the Ohio Valley; and the Herald of Light (Indianapo- 
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lis, Ind.) and others, elsewhere. In the first year or two of the revival 
Frank Bartleman alone wrote more than 550 articles for the religious 
press. 42 

The Azusa mission’s own publication exerted more influence, perhaps, 
than all of the above together. Having abandoned its original prejudice 
against advertising, the mission had a large committee of workers com¬ 
piling lists of the names of friends, relatives, acquaintances, churches, 
preachers, and others, to whom they sent free of charge a four-page 
monthly entitled The Apostolic Faith . 43 The first issue, September 1906, 
numbered five thousand, the second ten thousand; by the end of 1907, 
forty thousand per month were being printed, and a year later, when the 
place of publication was transferred to Mrs. Crawford’s headquarters in 
Portland, Oregon, eighty thousand were distributed each month. Among 
Holiness people who received the paper, became seekers as a result, and 
emerged as Pentecostal leaders were Thomas Ball Barratt, a Norwegian 
Methodist awaiting passage home at the Alliance Home in New York 
City; A. H. Argue, then pastor of a Holiness church in Winnipeg; C. A. 
McKinney, pastor of an Alliance church in Akron, Ohio; and J. H. King, 
overseer of the Fire-Baptized Holiness Church. 44 

Moreover, once introduced in a new locale, the movement was almost 
certain to receive sensationalist coverage in the secular newspapers. 
Though often critical and derisive, these accounts attracted numbers of 
curiosity seekers from a variety of social backgrounds, most of whom 
went away amused or appalled, but at least a few of whom remained to 
pray. Bartleman, referring to press coverage of the Pentecostal-dominated 
Alliance camp meeting in Alliance, Ohio, in the summer of 1908, said, 
“The newspapers were more abusive and untrue than ever. But they did 
our advertising for us, free.” 45 

By such means the movement was diffused and planted in widely scat¬ 
tered places here and abroad. By the end of 1908 reports of the falling of 
Pentecostal power and the establishment of Pentecostal centers were 
pouring in from New York City, Baltimore, Philadelphia, Washington, 
D.C., Chicago, Zion City, St. Paul, Minneapolis, Atlanta, Birmingham, 
Cleveland (Ohio and Tennessee), Indianapolis, Portland, Seattle, San 
Francisco, and Oakland; and from the British Isles, Scandinavia, Ger¬ 
many, Holland, Egypt, Syria, and Jerusalem; from Johannesburg and 
Pretoria, South Africa; and from Shanghai, Hong Kong, Ceylon, and 
Calcutta. 46 

Initially, the use of Holiness resources and institutions was of enor- 
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mous, perhaps crucial, significance for spreading the Pentecostal move¬ 
ment. But the Pentecostals began early to develop their own independent 
resources, partly, as we shall see, in response to the closing-off of their 
openings in the Holiness camp. 

In a very short time a veritable deluge of new Pentecostal periodicals, 
almost all mailed free of charge, inundated Holiness people everywhere, 
at home and abroad. A. H. Argue, who found the Pentecostal experience 
at William Durham’s North Avenue Mission, a center of the new move¬ 
ment in Chicago, had thirty thousand copies of his Apostolic Messenger 
(Winnipeg, Canada) distributed in 1907, and seventy thousand in 1908. 
J. H. King changed the name of the official organ of the Fire-Baptized 
Holiness Church from Live Coals of Fire to The Apostolic Evangel to 
reflect its new Pentecostal character in 1907, and ran it into bankruptcy 
the following year as a result of his policy of free distribution in vast 
numbers. William Piper, pastor of the Stone Church, another Pentecostal 
center in Chicago, was publishing fifty thousand copies of his Latter Rain 
Evangel in 1908. Among the more than fifty other Pentecostal periodicals 
published in the first half dozen years of the movement were The Pen¬ 
tecost (Indianapolis), The Pentecostal Record (Spokane, Washington), 
Pentecostal Wonders (Akron, Ohio), Trust (Rochester, N.Y.), The Upper 
Room (Los Angeles), Apostolic Rivers of Living Waters (New Haven, 
Conn.), The New Acts (Alliance, Ohio), and Grace and Truth (Memphis, 
Tenn.), as well as several foreign language periodicals like Sanhedans 
Tolk (Paulsbo, Washington), a Norwegian paper, and Wort und Zeugnis 
(Milwaukee), a German monthly. A complete list of Pentecostal periodi¬ 
cals published in the early years of the movement is unlikely ever to be 
compiled, but the number of those known is impressive. Hollenweger 
lists twenty-four; Clyde Bailey said he was receiving over thirty papers as 
early as 1908; and I have gathered a list of more than twice that number 
published in the United States alone. These were circulated around the 
world, just as those published abroad were circulated here. 47 

A number of the Holiness camps, faith homes and schools mentioned 
previously, like the Falcon, North Carolina, and Durant, Florida, camp 
grounds, and the Beulah, Oklahoma, Elim, New York, and Greenville, 
South Carolina, schools, were captured by the Pentecostals and became 
centers of the movement. Several conventions were held every year in 
each of these places, and in the new camps established by the Pentecos¬ 
tals at Alliance, Ohio, Fort Worth and Dallas, Texas, Eureka Springs, 
Arkansas, Davis City (near Des Moines), Iowa, Meridian, Mississippi, 
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Mercer, Missouri, Portland, Oregon, South Framingham, Massachusetts, 
Paterson, New Jersey, and literally dozens of other places, especially in 
the South and Midwest. 48 

Several Pentecostal churches became the sites for frequent all-Pen- 
tecostal regional and national conventions, like Piper’s Stone Church in 
Chicago, the Brunner Tabernacle in Houston, and Glad Tidings Taber¬ 
nacle in New York City. 49 

Short-term Bible schools were held to indoctrinate the new converts 
and train workers for “the field,” many of them initiated by D. C. O. 
Opperman, formerly of Dowie’s Zion City, where he had been an elder 
and the superintendent of schools (in which it was taught that the earth is 
flat). From 1908 to 1914, Opperman conducted month-long “Schools of 
the Prophets,” often teaching by tongues and interpretation, in Houston; 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi; Joplin, Missouri; Anniston, Alabama; Hot 
Springs and Eureka Springs, Arkansas; and Des Moines and Ottumwa, 
Iowa. J. H. King taught Bible classes at various Pentecostal Holiness 
camps across the country annually, and A. J. Tomlinson at the Church of 
God encampments at Durant, Florida. 50 

Within a few years, more permanent, longer term schools were es¬ 
tablished: Opperman’s Ozark Bible and Literary School at Eureka 
Springs, Arkansas, D. W. Myland’s Gibeah Bible School in Plainfield, 
Indiana, the Pentecostal Missionary Training and Bible School in North 
Bergen, New Jersey, T. K. Leonard’s Gospel School at Findlay, Ohio, 
R. B. Chisolm’s at Union, Mississippi, Andrew L. Fraser’s in Chicago, 
the Pacific Bible and Missionary Training School in San Francisco, and 
others. 51 

The more prominent leaders soon established themselves in comfort¬ 
able though modest circumstances as editors of periodicals, Bible school 
principals, and administrators of small Pentecostal denominations. Often, 
they continued to itinerate around a national—and, indeed, an interna¬ 
tional—circuit of Pentecostal centers for a few months of the year as 
well. But for the average Pentecostal preacher who had to break new 
ground, life was hard going for many years. 

The Pentecostals were willing to pool their meager resources for pub¬ 
lishing ventures, the training and support of missionaries, and the holding 
of camp meetings and conventions; all these contributed directly to 
spreading the gospel widely and rapidly. But they were unwilling to 
spend time or money on building churches or even helping local con- 
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gregations to rent places of worship, for they were convinced that such 
efforts were futile in the face of the imminent Second Coming. 

Thus, rank-and-file Pentecostal preachers stumped the country, preach¬ 
ing wherever they could get a group together. Increasingly refused the 
use of denominational and Holiness church buildings, they held meetings 
in school houses, warehouses and rented store-fronts; in private homes 
and under brush arbors, in tents or in open fields and forest clearings, in 
funeral parlors, gas stations, and cafes. They preached to millhands in 
their factories, to road gangs by the wayside, to workmen in railroad 
yards and iron works, and to farmhands in the cotton fields. They ex¬ 
horted sinners from courthouse steps and city parks, and in dance halls, 
gambling houses, and “red light” districts. They journeyed by wagon 
and horseback, and finally by foot, into remote and rugged mountain 
regions. 52 

While the Pentecostal movement had perhaps more than its due share 
of venal and sordid preachers, it had, too, men and women of solid char¬ 
acter. These lived often in extreme poverty, going out with little or no 
money, seldom knowing where they would spend the night, or how they 
would get their next meal, sleeping in barns, tents and parks, or on the 
wooden benches of mission halls, and sometimes in jail. Bands of work¬ 
ers would pool their funds, buy a tent or rent a hall, and live communally 
in the meeting place, subsisting at times on flour and water, or rice, or 
sardines and sausages. 53 

Having proclaimed their gospel, they would pack up and move on after 
a few days or weeks, leaving small cells of converts to shift for them¬ 
selves. Often people of small income, and imbued with the belief in the 
approaching end of the world, these groups would meet in one another’s 
homes or rent a store-front. For years, few congregations owned their 
meeting place, and even those who could afford it, like Florence Craw¬ 
ford’s church in Portland, Oregon, preferred to rent. Wherever possible, 
the meeting place had to be above the ground floor, an “upper room” in 
which to re-enact the Pentecostal scene of Acts 2. 54 

Few congregations could support a pastor, if they could get one, and 
regular salaries were neither offered nor expected. Nor were collections 
taken. All contributions were given voluntarily and at the initiative of the 
giver, perhaps stuffed into the hand or pocket of the preacher, or placed 
in a box at the back of the meeting place. 55 

Typical of the great privations endured by some Pentecostal pioneers is 



78 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


the story of Walter J. Higgins who, together with his wife, accepted the 
pastorate of a Pentecostal assembly in Morehouse, Missouri. They were 
provided with living quarters in a crawl-up attic furnished with one iron 
bed, one table, and several wooden crates for chairs. They lived on 
sorghum molasses and potatoes three times a day, and Higgins went 
about his duties with the soles of his shoes literally worn through to his 
feet. Small wonder that many Pentecostal preachers worked at manual 
labor to support themselves. 56 What Frank Bartleman said of himself 
could well have been said by many another Pentecostal pioneer: 

I made my choice between a popular, paying pulpit, and a humble walk of 
poverty and suffering. ... I chose the streets and slums for my pul¬ 
pit. . . . 57 


/ The Pentecostal movement came upon the religious world in 1906 like 
a meteor. The novelty of speaking in tongues aroused interest and curios¬ 
ity in diverse circles, and seemed initially to fulfill the expectations of 
many in the Holiness camp who were praying for the restoration of the 
gifts and powers of the early Church. Inspired by the Welsh revival of 
1904, localized revivals had already begun in many places where the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement was introduced. The new movement spread rapidly 
and widely, but was rather quickly ostracized, not only by the denomina¬ 
tional churches, which were little affected, but more especially by the 
main body of Holiness believers. The Pentecostal movement was largely 
limited in its initial appeal to the smaller, newer Holiness bodies, and to 
the “independents” and “come-outers” on the fringes of the Holiness 
movement. Soon deprived of their openings in the Holiness camp, disor¬ 
ganized and severely limited in material resources, the Pentecostals found 
their chief asset in the spirit of sacrifice and the enormous drive of their 
leaders, who went throughout the land warning sinners of the impending 
wrath of God and exhorting the faithful to prepare themselves for the 
Coming Christ. 
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The Pentecostal Message 


In the spring of 1914, a convention^ofJ?entecostalsaintsmetinthe garish 
Grand Opera House of Hot Springs ,~Arkansas r -to seek greater “coopera¬ 
tion, fellowship and unity according to the Scriptures.” Looking back on 
the years since the Los Angeles revival, they rejoiced that: 

Almost every city and community in civilization has heard of the Latter Rain 
outpouring of the Holy Ghost, with many signs following, and . . . 
hundreds of missionaries have consecrated themselves and gone forth until 
almost every country on the globe has heard the message, and also the 
prophecy which has been predominant in all this great outpouring, which is 
“Jesus i ncoming soon” to this old world in the same manner as He left it to 
set up His Millennial kingdom. . . .* 

If they overstated the universal sweep of the movement, they neverthe¬ 
less clearly and accuratel>^inpointed-the-centra l - theme - of th e e ar l y - Pe n- 
tecostal movemepL^e£usJ s comi ng-soon^ 2 
The very first issue of Azusa mission’s paper noted that “Many are the 
prophecies spoken in unknown tongues and many the visions that God is 
giving concerning His soon coming.” So frequent and universal were 
such prophecies at Azusa and elsewhere that, by January 1908, the same 
periodical could say, “ ‘Jesus is coming soon’ is the message that the 
Holy Ghost is speaking today through nearly everyone that receives the 
baptism with the Holy Ghost.” George B. Studd said of his fellow wor¬ 
shippers at the Azusa mission. 
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They were earnestly looking for the coming of the Lord, and continually wit¬ 
nessing thereto. It seemed a watchword with them, especially when God 
blessed any one, they would so often say, “Oh, Jesus is coming so soon .” 3 


At the Pentecostal-dominated Christian and Missionary Alliance camp 
./^meeting in Alliance, Ohio, in 1908, “The supreme thought was that of 
(VvJesus’ soon coming, and the evangelization of the world in preparation 
for this.” In a Cleveland, Tennessee, revival of the same year, A. J. 
Tomlinson preached on “the near and soon coming of our Lord,” after 
which “several conversations were held in unknown tongues prophesying 
the soon coming of our Lord. Three years was definitely given for some 

•___ nd 

sign. 

In April of 1909, William H. Piper, the highly-regarded pastor of the 
Stone Church in Chicago and editor of the Latter Rain Evangel , wrote: 


There are at least sixty thousand people today in all parts of the world who, 
within the last five years have been baptized in the Holy Spirit, and have 
spoken in the unknown tongue. Nearly every one of these has uttered the 
prophesy—Jesus is coming soon. Scandinavian, Japanese, Chinese, German, 
Italian, English and well-nigh every nationality . . . tells us in other tongues 
the same prophecy, jesus is coming soon . 5 


As late as 1916, A. G. Jeffries, a prominent preacher in Assemblies of 
God circles, wrote, 


What does all this mean? Does it not presage the end of time? Is not this 
whole movement a prophecy of the coming of Him “whose right it is to 
reign”? I believe it is. . . . The ineradicable conviction is on the saints of 
God that Jesus is coming soon. . . . “Even so. Come Lord Jesus .” 6 



Speaking in tongues and healing, because of their frequency in Pen¬ 
tecostal meetings and because of their spectacular character, appeared to 
be the central message of the P^tecostaLmovement, especially to non- 
Pentecostals. But, in the j^arlyL year s ^at-learet, speaking in tongues and 
j/Tiealing were subordinate elements in what was first-and-fore mo s t - a mil le- 
® narianjnoyfemcnt. 

The Pentecostal belief in an imminent, apocalyptic return of Christ was 
itself part of a larger myth 7 that provided a unified view of past, present 
and future—a myth that derived its validity from its correspondence to 
the real life experiences of those who accepted it. From the Pentecostal 
perspective, history seemed to be running downhill—at least, for the Pen- 
tecostals—and the world seemed to be at the point of collapse—their 
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world, at any rate. The myth served to bring order out of the chaotic 
social experiences that gave rise to it. 

The myth began with the traditional Christian teachings of the fall of 
man in Adam and his redemption in the substitutionary atonement of 
Christ. It went on to assert that the Church fell into apostasy and sin at an 
early date—no later than the reign of Constantine in the early fourth cen¬ 
tury—and that its history, as well as that of mankind as a whole, has been 
a devolutionary one. But a “saving remnant” stood fast against the gen¬ 
eral decline, and God progressively “restored” to them the true Apos¬ 
tolic faith, which had been “lost.” Now, after six thousand years of 
human history (corresponding to the six days of creation), a final consum¬ 
mation was in the offing. A great “Latter Rain * * out pourin g ofjthe Spirit 
(corresponding to the “Fnrnie.r Rainllon-the-day-of~Pentecost) wnniH im¬ 
mediately precede the apocalyptic Second Coming. Finally, in the Mil¬ 
lennium (which corresponds to God’s day of rest following creation), a 
new social order of peace and harmony would be established under 
Christ, in which position and prestige would be dispensed in accordance 
with one’s faith and service to God during life. 8 

The myth, of cou rse, was not at all unique. Similar myths had per¬ 
sisted since^fhe'ApbstolIc age, and it was substantially the same myth 
S believed in by K eswick-oriented peop le-and premillenTnalisrs^ehefaTl^n^ 
the Holinessjnayement. Holiness people found the Pentecostal movement^) 
attractive in part because its message fit so well into the general outlook 
already held by them. 

/■* The only aberrant feature of the Pentecostal myth was speaking in 
/ tongues. Yet, while alTPentecostals agreed on the basic myth and on 
1 speaking in tongues as a significant element in it, they differed over de- 
..v tails. Numerous versions of the myth existed in the Pentecostal camp. 
One such version was outlined by Charles Parham in A Voice Crying in 
the Wilderness , written in 1902, and in The Everlasting Gospel , first pub¬ 
lished in 1911. Although not all of Parham’s notions were accepted by 
other Pentecostals, it is, perhaps, more useful to examine one version of 
thfe Pentecostal myth than to generalize about many. 

'/-^Parham’s interest was focused almost exclusively on^eschatology— 
doctrines of the end of the world and the future state of the soul. 9 All 
other matters were peripheral, or integrated into his eschatological 
scheme. Even conversion was looked upon as something so elementary 
that it required but scant mention. Parham sketched out what he consid¬ 
ered the “steps of grace in a Christian,life^’ as “Enlightenment and Con- 
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viction, Repentance, Conversion, Healing, Consecration, Sanctification, 
Anointing of the Holy Ghost, Baptism of the Holy Ghost, and Redemp¬ 
tion and Glorification.'’ Of these eight steps, only the last two, which 
were inextricably linked to the “Last Days,’’ came in for extended treat¬ 
ment. Parham was a seeker after the life of the Spirit, and that life was 
conceived of, not as an evolutionary growth in grace, but as a progre ssion 
\of crisis experiences h edged abou t with internal and external s igns and 
\vonders. Having long since passed^through^all the earlier steps, which 
seemed somehow prosaic, it was only the one most recently achieved— 
the Baptism of the Holy Ghost—and the one he earnestly sought— 
Redemption and Glorification—that captured his imagination. And, it 
should be added, these last “steps of grace,’’ though attained by a select 
few over the dispensationaT^rardTGtJd’s dealings with man, were espe¬ 
cially reserved for the last days. They were themselves eschatological 

signs. 10 *"■——- -———- - 

In God’s reckoning, according to a widely held view that Parham ac¬ 
cepted, one day equals^a^thousancLyears. The w orld was created in si x 
thou sand years, at the end of which God created a4aceof men in his own 
image—“the Sons-of-Oud.” After resting for a thousand years, God 
“formed’’ a second race of men on the eighth day “from the earth 
(earthy)’’—the Adamic race. When Cain, a member of the Adamic race, 
killed his brother Abel, he ran away and took for his wife a member of 
the sixth day creation—the Sons of God. 


Thus began the woeful inter-marriage of races for which the flood was sent 
in punishment, and has ever been followed by plagues and incurable diseases 
upon the third and fourth generation, the off-spring of such marriages . 11 


Only Noah, who was “perfect in his generation, a pedigree without 
mixed blood in it, a lineal descendent of Adam,’’ 12 was spared in the 
flood which destroyed all the rest of the eighth-day race, and the entire 
sixth day race. The purity of the Adamic race was preserved by a line 
running from Noah through Shem, Abraham, and Isaac to Jacob, who 
was the father of the twelve tribes of Israel (Jacob received the name 
“Israel” as a result of his wrestling match with God). In 975 B.C. (ac¬ 
cording to Parham) the Israelites were carried captive into Assyria and 
only one tribe, Judah, remained. The others, were.s eparate d and.scattered, 
one going to India (“from whom descended m odern Hind uslXand-Japan, 
the others wandering^ through northern Greece and into Germany where 
they were known as Anglo-Saxons—“The _word Saxon being a derivatlve 
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of Isa ac’s sons/ ' It was these tribes which conquered the . British Isle s, 
and later migrated to the United States and around the world. 13 



Today the descendants of Abraham are the Hindus, the Japanese, the high 
Germans, the Danes (tribe of Dan), the Scandinavians, the Anglo-Saxon and 
their descendants in all parts of the world. These are the nations who have 
acquired and retained experimental salvation and deep spiritual truths; while 
the Gentiles—the Russians, the Greeks, the Italians, the low German, the 
French, the Spanish and their descendants in all parts are formalists, scarce 
ever obtaining the knowledge and truth discovered by Luther,—that of jus¬ 
tification by faith or the truth taught by Wesley, sanctification by faith; while 
the heathen,—the Black race, the Brown race, the Red race, the Yellow 
ra'ceTfiT'Spite of missionary zeal and effort are nearly all heathen still; but 
will in the dawning of the coming age be given to Jesus for an inheritance . 14 


Over the millenniums God dealt with man in various ways, 15 but with 
little success until, with the coming of Christ, He instituted a period of 
grace in which man was offered salvation with no condition other than 
faith in the substitutionary atonement of Christ. 16 The Church was es¬ 
tablished by Christ and charged with the propagation of the true faith. But 
soon after the Apostolic age the Church gave way to the paganism and 
heresy of Roman Catholicism, though a saving remnant maintained some 
semblance of “the faith once delivered to the saints/’ 

Beginning with the Reformation, God progressively restored the lost 
truths of the Apostolic faith. Luther was used to restore the doctrine of'/ 
justification by faith alone; Wesley recovered the doctrine of sanctifica¬ 
tion; the Holiness movement revived healing as a part of the gospel; and 
now the Baptism in the Holy Spirit with speaking in tongues was being 
restored. Yet, despite the restoration of the Apostolic faith, Christendom 
and “the world’’ were rejecting it, and falling into still greater apostasy 
and sin. 

According to the widely accepted Biblical chronology of Archbishop 
James Ussher (1585-1656), the six thousand years alloted to human his¬ 
tory would end somewhere between 1896 and 1901 and the Millennium 
would shortly follow. The s igns of the Secon dComing -were everywhere 
in evidence: wars, earthquakes, plagues and pestilence, immorality, 
crime, vice, divorce and remarriage, disrespectful children, increasing 
education, more rapid modes of transportation and communication, the 
growth of huge organizations in business, labor and religion, and the 
spread of radical ideologies; the Church becoming ever more apostate, 
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f the faithful given over to worldliness and falling prey to “seducing spirits 
l^nd doctrines of devils,” like Christian Science, Mormonism, Spiritual¬ 
ism, Higher Criticism, Darwinism, the Social Gospel, and Ecumenicism; 
and the Jews already returning to their homeland as the Zionist movement 
gathered momentum. And, standing out above all these signs, the out- 
rpouring of the Spirit upon the true believers in the Apostolic faith with all 
the signs and gifts “following after.” 

In the “Latter Rain” outpouring the Apost olic ch inyilLand-faith would 
be restored in all tKeirpnsti^^ be achieved, 

not by man-made organization, but by the direct leading of the Spirit in 
the creation of a fellowship of all true believers. Apostles and prophets 
would once more be set in authority, not by the whim of man, but by the 
Spirit himself whose will would be clearly recognized by all those truly 
filled with the Spirit. 

j Only one sign of the end remained to be fulfilled: the global propaga- 
7 tion of the gospel—“not the gospel of the churches, but the Gospel of 
Christ and the Apo stles.” For this task God was restoringTtrthe~Church 
in these last days the true baptism in the Holy Spirit. Those who would 
take part in the last great mission of evangelism must receive this baptism 
to avoid “wasting thousands of dollars, and often their lives in vain at¬ 
tempts to become conversant in almost impossible tongues which the 
Holy Ghost could so freely speak, ” 17 and to reeeive “the power for wit- 
nessingTn your own or any languageoflhe world.” 18 

Moreover, the Baptism in the Holy Spirit was necessary to ‘^seaPjhe 
believer against the torments to be visited upon the world by the coming 
Antichrist during the Great Tribulation. Already, the spirit of Antichrist 
was “abroad in the world,” and the time of anguish and disaster was 
“shaping up.” 

It is needless to minimize the fact, the world faces the greatest crisis in his¬ 
tory. An age-old civilization is threatened with dissolution. A scarlet colored 
beast appears upon the horizon, and threatens the overthrow of all govern¬ 
ments. . . . The wave of Bolshevism, now sweeping Europe, is as sure to 
reach this country in its devastating influence, as the plagues of Europe have 
always found their way to this country. You could no more quarantine 
against this power than you could against a pestilence originating in 
Europe . 19 

An int ernational class conflict is to bring a bout a new political or3^r. In 
Europe, the old Roman Empire is restored as a Social Democratic confed- 



THE PENTECOSTAL MESSAGE 


85 

eration of nations under the rule of “the King of the South” and with the 
blessing of the Pope, while all other lands are absorbed by Russia whose 
Czar will become “the King of the North.” The United States is pun¬ 
ished for “mingling the blood of thousands of human sacrifices upon the 
altar of her commercial and imperialistic expansion” 20 and emerges as a 
Social Democratic empire encompassing the entire Western Hemisphere 
and ruled by a king. 

The King of the South establishes a reign of peace and justice, but sud¬ 
denly dies. While lying in state, he is apparently resurrected, but in fact it 
is the Antichrist who is Judas Iscariot reincarnated in the body of the 
King of the South. With the endorsement and advice of the Pope, who 
now becomes the False Prophet,” the Antichrist declares himself Christ 
and has his statue set up to be worshipped in the Holy of Holies in the re¬ 
stored Temple at Jerusalem. Using the absolute power made possible by 
the previous consolidation of all churches into one, all unions into one, 
and so on, the Antichrist forces all, on pain of death, to worship him and 
to be branded on the hand and forehead with his insignia, “the Mark of 
the Beast.” Then he embarks on a crusade to “Christianize” the world 
by war. The United States is invaded and undergoes another siege of 
death and devastation, but is not completely destroyed or subdued be¬ 
cause the Antichrist is forced to withdraw in order to meet the threat 
posed by the King of the North who has amassed a great army and is 
moving on Jerusalem. 

In the meantime, a select group of 144,000 believers has been taken 
out of the true Church, which is the “Body of Christ,” to become the 
“Bride of Christ,” as a rib was taken out of Adam to become his bride. 
The Bride, in turn, “gives birth” to another select group of 144,000, the 
“Man-Child”—“those who reach the highest perfection attainable for 
human beings. 21 The Great Tribulation period of seven years begins 
with the removal of the Man-Child in the Rapture, and the flight of the 
Bride into “the wilderness.” In “Redemption,” the last “step of grace,” 
the members of the Body, already baptized in the Spirit and sealed 
against whatever wrath may be unleashed against them, are clothed with 
resurrection bodies and, “like Jesus, have power to appear and disappear 
at will . . . [and] to traverse the earth at will.” 22 Those Christians who 
are saved and sanctified, but who, because they were not “looking for 
His coming,” never received the Baptism in the Holy Spirit or “Redemp¬ 
tion, are the Saints to whom the Body preaches during the Tribulation, 
telling them that their last chance to share in the final resurrection and the 
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Millennium is to refuse the “Mark of the Beast” and to accept martyr¬ 
dom at the hands of the Antichrist. The Antichrist, unable to touch either 
the Raptured Man-Child, the Bride or the Body (whose “Redemption” 
has rendered it immune), turns in great fury on the Saints, many of whom 
refuse the Mark of the Beast, choosing rather to die “for the testimony of 
Jesus.” 

When the armies of the Kings of the North and of the South meet in 
the valley of Armageddon just northwest of Jerusalem, Christ returns, 
splitting the Mount of Olives at the touch of his feet, and with the hosts 
of heaven slays the opposing armies in rivers of blood that reach to the 
horses’ bridles. At the conclusion of the slaughter the Antichrist and the 
False Prophet are thrown into the lake of fire and the Devil is bound for a 
thousand years. Sitting in power and majesty at Jerusalem, Christ pre¬ 
sides over a new era of peace, plenty and happiness. The Body, the 
Bride, the Man-Child and the resurrected martyrs are rewarded with posi¬ 
tions of authority over the “unsanctified, and all the masses of sinners 
and heathens who know not God.” At the close of the Millennium the 
Devil is let loose on the earth “for a season” to test those converted 
under the reign of Christ, after which he is cast into the lake of fire where 
the Antichrist and the False Prophet are, and they are tormented forever. 
Now the “White Throne Judgment” begins. All the unsaved dead 
from the beginning of the world are resurrected and judged by Christ ac¬ 
cording to their works. The righteous but “unsanctified” are given “ev¬ 
erlasting human life” on the “new earth,” while the unrighteous—“only 
those who are utterly reprobate”—are thrown into the lake of fire, and to- 
i tally and eternally annihilated. Finally, the sanctified are given “everlast¬ 
ing spiritual life” in the “new heavens,” and “Christ having finished His 
work; yields all into the hands of the Father, takes His place among the 
brethren and ‘God is all and in all’ through the countless cycles of eter¬ 
nity.” 23 --—^ 

It is clear from this s yriopsis of Par ham ’^thought that he was pecu¬ 
liarly attuned to the fatuities of his age. He was a catch basin for many of 
the ideas germinating on the fringes of the revivalist-holiness tradition 
since the days of Finney and before. Those beliefs that were later to be 
called Fundamen talism, though seldom mentione djgplicitly, are evident 
throughout, esjSecially the bedrock of literal Biblicism. Many of the no¬ 
tions woven into^he-fabri c of Parha m’s scheme may be traced back to 
very ancient tirae^ but it is likely that Parham derived them-from the 
religious milieu of his own day, corroborating and modifying them in the 
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light of his own experience and his study of the Bible. His lack of 
religious training in childhood, the influence of his father-in-law’s eccen¬ 
tric Quakerism, and his shifts from Congregationalism to Methodism to 
Holiness had left him singularly free from inhibitions about inno vating 
and appropriating ideas from various Christian and pseudo-Christian tra¬ 
ditions. - - — 

Apocalypticism and millenarianism have had such a continuous life in 
Christian history and are so prominent in the New Testament that no 
search for origins would seem necessary. But there was a strong-re^_ 
surgence of millenarian ism during t he la st quarter of the nin eteenth cen- 
tury, in Britain as well as in America. The roots of this movement lay in 
the Irvingite, Darbyite, and Millerite movements^ of_ the 1830’s and 
1840’s. In America, millenarianism gained wide currency in evangelical 
circles through numerous Bible and prophetic conferences, and through 
such periodicals as Truth and Watchword . 24 

Premillenni alism, dispenationalism, and the concept of the Baptism i n 
the Holy Spirit as a n enduement of power for evangel i_zationJwere-staples 
within-the-Keswic k wing o f th e Holiness moveme nt. Moreover, apoca¬ 
lyptic eschatology formed a prominent part of the teachings of the Sev¬ 
enth Day Adventists and the Jehovah’s Witnesses who were emerging 
into prominence at the time Parham wrote. Healing was widely taught 
and practiced among Holiness people as well as among the Quimby- 
Christian Science-New Though^consteHation^ofLjects an djhe Spiritual ^, 
ists. Parham was most strongly influenced on this subject by John Alex^ 
ander Dowie and A. B. Simpson. Variant Anglo-Israel theories, all of 
which claimed.^a_iadai^nd-4iiQiaL^^ the_ HAnglo-Sax^n 

C race,” based on itsJineal-deseent from Jacob, were being_propounded at 
the Prophetic Conferences of the day. Notions similar to those of speak¬ 
ing in tongues and “Redemption of the Body” were common among the 
Spiritualists. 25 

Parham indirectly acknowledged his debt to these contemporaneous 
religious movements, and even recognized the affinity between his own 
doctrines and theirs, especially those of Christian Science and Spiritual¬ 
ism. " “ 

*~-^^*When we heard and studied the pretended claims of Medical, Mental, and 
Christian Sciences, hypnotism, etc., we said: God has the real of which 
these sorceries are the counterfeit. We found Him who bare our sicknesses 
(Matt. 8:17) and was lifted up for us even as Moses lifted up the serpent in 
the wilderness [for Healing] (John 3:14). When beholding the power of spir- 
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itualism, for though 99 per cent of it is slight of hand it does contain certain 
forces, as the possession of mediums, speaking under the control of evil 
spirits, etc. We said, God has the real of this; and, lo, when the power of 
Pentecost came we found the real, and everyone who has received the Bap¬ 
tism of the Holy Spirit has again spoken in tongues, having the same con¬ 
founding evidence of Acts 2nd chapter, also 10:44-48 and 19:6. 

Again, when like the Witch of Endor, they materialize spirits, we said, 
God has the real, that He may be glorified. ... , 

... we refute the counterfeit materializing and dematerializing of spirits 
by a revelation of the glorious church, who have true Bible power to appear 
and disappear as the Father shall have need of them. 26 

What Parham, and the Pentecostals after him, shared in common with 
these other movements was an ult rasupernaturalistj g^vorld-view and a 
belief that the common-sense worlcTof reality was on its last legs. For 
some, like the Spiritualists, the natural order was being broken into by 
the spiritual. For others, like the Jehovah’s Witnesses, the social order was 
disintegrating and hurtling toward an apocalypse to be followed by a new 

spiritual order. The Pentec ostals saw both processes at work. _ 

Parham’s ideas reflect not only the influenc^of~hisreligious milieu, but 
al so the broader soci al climate of his d qy . Anglq- Isrig]ism was a subtle^ 
religious modification oTthe^Anglo^ Saxon racis m that captured the imagi¬ 
nation of people/on both sides of the Atlantic at the turn of the century. 
And it, in turn, was but one facet of the white supremacist thinking un¬ 
derlying die wholesale degradat ion o Lthe-Negro in the-southem United 
States, ji nd non-white peoples around the world during the era of the 
“New/Imperialism.” Moreover, anticatholicism and antiunionism, the 
detestation of both “plutocracy” and “Bolshevism,” and the ambivalent 
feelings of sympathy and fear toward the working classes—all were char¬ 
acteristic of the small-town, white Anglo-Saxon Protestant mentality, 
especially as given expression in the Progressive movement. 27 Prophecies 
of impending doom involving the loss of old values, social disintegration, 
class struggle, war and imperialism, and panaceas hingeing on the theme 
of restoration were recurrent motifs in the rhetoric of Populists, Progres¬ 
sives, socialists and in the works of various social commentators of the 

period both here^nd^brbadT 2 * """" _ ..._ 

Parham2s-Complicated plan of_salvation-withJtsjejgh t “steps oFg rabe, ’ ’ 
his obscure distinctions between the Sai nts, the Body, theJBride-and the 
Man-Child, his fantastic notion of the “Redemption of the Body,” and 
the bizarre details surrounding the emergence of the Antichrist were too 
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esote ric to co mmend themselves to very many peo ple. More importantly, 
perhaps, his belief in the annihilation of the wicked 29 undermined what 
many evangelical and holiness people still believed to be the pri mary im- 
petus to conversion—the-fear-o£-etemal-punishment> Finally, the thinly- 
veiled Anglo-Saxon racist strain in Parham’s scheme made its acceptkftqe \ 
by minority racial and ethnic groups difficult and unlikely. 

Seymour had spent at most a few weeks in Parham’s Houston school 
before leaving for the West Coast—not long enough to learn and absorb 
Parham’s entire version of the Second Coming myth. Thus, the message 
that radiated from Azusa mission was stripped of those abstruse and ob¬ 
jectionable features which no doubt accounted in part for Parham’s fail¬ 
ure, after some five years of effort, to ignite the kind of response Sey¬ 
mour did in Los Angeles. Yet the myth propagated from the Azusa Street 
mission did include a devolutionary view of history and eschatological 
fantasies substantially similar to those in Parham’s scheme. 30 
-4Ut is within the context of this Pentecostal myth of theJ Second Com ing 
tnat the disparate features of the movement are best understoo d. Th e early 
Pentecostals believed they were living in the Last Days, that “moment 
toward which all of history had inexorably moved, 
the Spirit, 

era. And, as “the first Pentecost started the church, . . . the second Pen¬ 
tecost, unites and perfects the church unto the coming of the Lord.” 31 . 
Thus, the Pentecostals expected to experience all the extraordinary activi- ) 
ties of the Spirit recorded in the Acts of the Apostles. As A. J. Tomlinson^ 
expressed it: 

We can expect nothing less in glory and power in the evening light than that 
which broke out over the eastern hills in the early morning of the gospel age. 

. . . The Holy Spirit was given to the disciples in the morning to give them 
the power to accomplish just what they did accomplish. He is given us today 
for the same purpose. 32 








Sucjh expectations led the Pentecostals to cultivate the same^ unusual 
jJsychic^phenomena that characterized .the eariy^Church^and^to-con&iddr^ 
them, as did the .first century Christians, the works of theJSpirit. Given yj- 
such circumstances, it is not entirely surprising that extraordinary phe- 
nomena should in fact appear amon g them; and this in turn confirmed and^l // 
intensified their eschatological convictions and expectations. 

Speaking in tong ues wasj mt one o f the spiritual powers claim ed by the 
Pentecostals, a s it had be erTbut one of those possessed by the Apostolic 
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Church. The gift of tongues, as we have seen, was considered a sign of 
v Baptism in the Spirit, buLthat-Baptism was-only.one.aspect of the “Latter 
^Rain” outpouring of the Spirit which was itself a sign of the Second 
Comrog3^The early Pentecostals did not consider speaking in tongues 
j^the message of their movement, but rathe r a^me a ns^ whichjhejoa^ssage 
\was confirmed ^legitimized and propagatecLThe^ message was “Jesus is 
coming soon. ” ~ 


^arham’s belief that the primary purpose of speaking in tongues was to 
make possible the fulfillment of the last sign of the end—t he miraculou s 
propagatioiLjQf_the--gospel-4n^the languages of all thejjeoples of the 
world—was not, like some of his ideas, an idiosyncrasy merely. Nor was 
it, as Pentecostal apologists would have us believe, an aberration enter¬ 
tained only by a few extremists. It was.rather. a fimd amental ancL nearlv 
universal notion during the first few, years of the movement. 

The Azusa Street mission maintained from the first that 


The divine plan for missionaries was that they might receive the gift of 
tongues either before going to the foreign field or on the way. It should be a 
sign to the heathen that the message is of God. 

And that they believed this was in fact happening is clearly asserted. 

The gift of languages is given with the commission, “Go ye into all the 
world and preach the Gospel to every creature.” The Lord has given lan¬ 
guages to the unlearned, Greek, Latin, Hebrew, French, German, Italian, 
Chinese, Japanese, Zulu and languages of Africa, Hindu and Bengali and 
dialects of India, Chippewa and other languages of the Indians, Esquimaux, 
the deaf mute language, and, in fact, the Holy Ghost speaks all the languages 
of the world through his children. 34 

Parham was reported to have “preached in different languages over the 
U. S., and men and women of that nationality have come to the altar and 
sought God.” Alfred G. Garr and his wife went to the Far East with the 
conviction that they could preach the gospel in “the Indian and Chinese 
languages.” Lucy Farrow went to Africa and returned after seven months 
during which she was alleged to have preached to the natives in their own 
“Kru language.” The German pastor and analyst Oskar Pfister reported 
the case of a Pentecostal patient, “Simon,” who had planned to go to 
China using tongues for preaching. Numerous other Pentecostal mis¬ 
sionaries went abroad believing they had the miraculous ability to speak 
in the languages of those to whom they were sent. 35 

These Pentecostal claims were well known at the time. S. C. Todd of 
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the Bible Missionary Society investigated eighteen Pentecostals who went 0 
to Japan, China, and India “expecting to preach to the natives in those ^ J t 
countries in their own tongue, 1 1 and found that by their own admission 
“in no single instance have [they] been able to do so.” 36 As these and y ('{ 
other missionaries returned in disappointment and failure, Pentecostals / 
were compelled to rethink theirorigmaHdew of-speakingJa_tQngues^ A n, 
very few, like Charles F. Parham, stood steadfast against the evidence. iWl j 
‘to my knowledge not a single missionary in the ■ 


While conceding that 

foreign field speaks in the tongue of the natives as a gift from God, 11 V r y* <j 
Parham nevertheless insisted that n;V K V 




All the early missionaries for five hundred years spake in the languages of 
the natives . . . [and] if God ever gave this gift he can today and that it 
should be proof of the calling of every one going to the foreign fields that 
they should be thus equipped by God with the gift of tongues. 

Offering himself as living proof of this, Parham added, 

For twenty-five years I have spoken and prayed in other languages to the 
conversion of foreigners in my meeting. 37 

Most Pentecostals, however, rather quickly shifted their position to 
square with the realities of the situation. 

It is clearly not the purpose of God to bestow a language that will work auto^N-^ueJo 
matically upon heathen and sinners of other lands and tribes. When the Spiriti 
was first poured out in California a few years ago a sad mistake was made by Vy 
some w ho acte dji pon the be lief that all they had to do was to reach some/ 
heathen land and the language would be always the ^eTy^dialect needed. 38 L 





This became the standard refrain of Pentecostal apologists when discuss¬ 
ing the movement’s initial belief in tongues as a means for world evange-'j ^ 
lization. They dismissed as unusual exceptions, sincere but misguided in-A 
dividuals, those who in fact had been typical. 39 Ayv 

One would think that the experiences of these first-generation Pen- vy 
tecostals would have led them to abandon the notion that speaking in y 
tongues was speaking in a foreign language, but such was not the case. ' 

Only t he permanent gift of preaching in a foreign language at will was 
re pudiated . Pentecostals continued to believe that in the exercise of his 
sovereign will God often spoke through a speaker-in-tongues to for¬ 
eigners in their language. As we have seen in Chapter One, recent re - 1 
search is in unanimity on the non-linguistic character of speaking 
tongues. But had the early Pentecostals been aware of these findings th 
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would likely have been little affected by them. Speaking in tongues was 
for them a divine encounter, a subjective experience of the Spirit, which— 
no a mount of obiectiv e^ev idence could anniiL There were some Pentecos- 
tals in America who conceded that speaking in tongues was sometimes 
unintelligible, and many Europeans who acknowledged it was usually so, 
yet they continued to speak in tongues and to believe it was the work of 
the Spirit. For what was important to the tongue-speaker was not the ac¬ 
tual sounds themselves—that bec^me_a-problem'only fbFthe dogmatic- 
apologists of the movement—^ut rather the sense of possessing andi>eing^ 
possessed by the Holy Spirit. Rapt in what he believed to be mystical 
union with the divine, the tongue-speaker released a flow of speech ex¬ 
pressing emotional needs and aspirations so deeply buried in the lower 
depths of his consciousness that it seemed to come from the Spirit. And 
from this sense of nearness to the deity came the stro ng con vigtion-that 
“Jesus isjzoming-soon.” 

Speaking in tongues was not the only phenomenon of the first Pen¬ 
tecost repeated in the second. All of the unusual events reported to have 
occurred on the first day of Pentecost were claimed by the early Pentecos- 
tals: the tongues of fire, the wind and the shaking of the meeting place. 
The signs which according to the spurious Mark 16:15-20 were to “fol¬ 
low them that believe,” were also reported to have been wrought in their 
midst: casting out demons, snake handling, drinking deadly poisons, and 
healing the sick. Indeed, all the signs, wonders, and miracles recorded in 
Acts and elsewhere in the New Testament were allegedly repeated in the 
early Pentecostal movement—and more. Whatever the validity of their 
claims, the Pentecostals believed their movement to be a duplication in 
detail of the early Church. 40 

The Pentecostal Movement . . . leaps the intervening years crying “Back to 
Pentecost.” In the minds of these honest-hearted, thinking men and women, 
this work of God is immediately connected with the work of God in the New 
Testament days. Built by the same hand,.upon the same pattern, according to 
the same covenant, they too are the habitation of God through the Spirit. 
They do not recognize a doctrine or custom authoritative unless it can be 
traced to that primal source of church instruction, the Lord and His apos¬ 
tles. 41 

The more extreme phenomena, such as snake and fire handling, were 
largely restricted in practice to Pentecostals in the most backward and 
culturally isolated regions of the Ozarks and the lower Appalachians, 
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where such customs were sanctioned by time-honored folkways. Only a 
few Pentecostal denominations like the Church of God groups, however, 
gave official approval of snake and fire handling, and even these usually 
qualified their endorsement of such practices. 42 

But visions, trances, dreams and transports, dancing and various physi^ 
cal gyrations, loud singing and shouting, prolonged prayer, and fasting 
were universally and enthusiastically approved by all Pentecostals, with 
the^ole-re^ervat ion tha t_t hey be “in the Spirit” 

The distinction was construed differently from one denomination to an- 
otfi^rrand^fonrone congregation to another. 43 jy c> 

The *'‘manifestations of the Spirit other than speaking in tongue^that^^ 
wpre most widely reported and endorsed by Pentecostals were miracles of 
he aling. It w as-~beheved~that as salvation wasTpiirchased-hy^he -crucifix 1 
ion of Jesus, physical healing was secured by his scourging, the proof- 
text being I Peter 2:24: “Who his own self bare our sins in his own body 


on the tree ... by whose stripes ye were healed.” Healing might come 
through laying on of hands by one having the “gift of healing,” anoint¬ 
ing with oil by the elders, application of “prayer handkerchiefs,” 
“aprons,” and even Pentecostal periodicals, or simply by “the prayer of 
faith” of the individual believer. 44 

Every manner of disease and disability was al leged to have been cured, 
and the most spectacular miracles were claimed, including the growth of 
new fingers on the hand of a woman who had lost the originals in an ac¬ 
cident. 45 Numerous persons testified to having seen the dead restored to 


life. 46 Healing, like speaking in tongues, became a valuable “drawing 
card” for the Pentecostal movement, attracting newspapermen and the 
curious, as well as the crippled and infirm. 47 In the intense emotional at- J 
mosphere of Pentecostal meetings, people suffering from functional dis¬ 
orders caused by psychic and nervous disturbance could no doubt experi¬ 
ence “cures” that are to be explained by the same causes. Others found 
symptomatic relief, at least temporarily. 

The report of a committee appointed by the Vancouver, British Colum¬ 
bia, Ministerial Association suggests the probable results of divine heal¬ 
ing in Pentecostal circles generally. In 1925, following a campaign by the 


healer-evangelist Charles S. Price in Vancouver, a committee consisting 
of eleven ministers, eight doctors, three college professors and one law¬ 
yer investigated 350 alleged healings resulting from Price’s Pentecostil 
meetings. Of these, the committee found that 5 had become insane, 3]9 
had died, 17 were worse, 212 showed “no change,” 38 showed some 
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improvement, and 5 were considered cured. The committee concluded 
that “no case had benefitted that could not have received the same benefit 
^methods known to medical science.” 48 

^ So grossly exaggerated and often fabricated were the reports of divine 
healing that Pentecostal editors eventually refused to print them without 
.substantiation, which usually meant the testimony of some Pentecostal 
whose word was accepted at face value by the editor in question. 49 Some, 
like Stanley H. Frodsham, editor of the Pentecostal Evangel , explained 
that healing, like salvation and other acts of grace, could be lost, and ac¬ 
knowledged the very small number of those who “kept” their healing. 
Frodsham accepted as valid the report of a newspaperman who followed 
up fifty cases of alleged healings and concluded that only two were in fact 
authentic. Again, Frodsham reported that a mail survey of one thousand 
persons “healed” in Pentecostal meetings produced only one respon¬ 
dent. 50 Looking back on nearly forty years of acquaintance with the 
movement’s healing activities, Donald Gee noted with sadness “the small 
number of definite miracles of healing compared to the great numbers 
who were prayed for.” 51 

Yet there were many Pentecostals who saw people rise from their sick 
beds and wheelchairs, or throw away their crutches at the laying on of 
hands and prayer. That they often returned to their former state or became 
worse soon after was not known to most who had witnessed the “mira¬ 
cles.” And even when it was known it seems to have made no difference 
in their belief that healing had in fact occurred. Thus, for example, Mrs. 
Woodworth-Etter continued to say her husband had been healed of tuber¬ 
culosis at the 1913 World Wide Pentecostal Camp Meeting in Los Ange¬ 
les, even after he died of that ailment a year later; and Mrs. Marie 
Burgess Brown, sixty years after the episode, could say her brother was 
healed of the same disease by John Alexander Dowie, although he died 
shortly after Dowie prayed for him. 52 

What seems to have mattered was not the real or imagined cause or 
cure^^ior^fH^feLitive merits of divine and mundane healing, but the 
‘^^ment^or^experience itself. Those who experienced or witnessed the 
actoFheafing were strongly impressed that they stood in the presence of 
supernatural power, and what passed before or after had no effect on that 
impression. As with speaking in tongues, so with healing, the unusual 
and, to them, inexplicable was felt to indicate the operation of the super¬ 
natural. Moreover, these feelings intensified their eschatological expecta- 
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tions and convictions. For healing, like tongues, was believed to be 
another sign of the Second Coming. 

The great agitation on the subject of divine healing the world over is an evi¬ 
dence that God is getting the bride in readiness for the translation, and as the 
Church of God comes to its full development and gifts, we shall have more 
healings, and that which is greater. 53 

Hea ling and * lasting out demons' * were almos t synon ymous term s in 
Pentecostal vocabulary. RoberTA. Brown, addressing a meeting of the 
General Council of the Assemblies of God in 1923, spoke for most Pen- 
tecostals when he said, “I believe all sickness is the work of the 
devil.” 54 Sickness was usually believed to be the result of sin or unbe¬ 
lief. At times, however, God might allow sickness to come upon be¬ 
lievers not guilty of any infractions of the divine will in order to test their 
faith, but even then the ailment itself was viewed as a “demonic assault” 
on the body. Healing prayers almost always included a commandment to 
the “dea f spi rit,” the “earner Hftmnn/* anH so on to “come out in the 
name of Jesus.” Pentecostals exulted that “all kinds of diseases were 
driven out of the bodies of men, women and children.” 55 

The testimony of an anonymous Pentecostal is illustrative of the iden¬ 
tification of illness with demon-possession, and of the typical Pentecostal 
technique for dealing with the infirm. 

For five years 1 was devil-possessed. . . . I was taken to Sister Etter’s meet¬ 
ing in Chicago. . . . They tried to take me to the chair to be prayed for. Im¬ 
mediately I got angry and began to curse and swear, the devils taking full 
possession. It took five men to hold me. 

Sister Etter began to rebuke the insane and all other devils to come out. 
The power of Satan got broken. The devils came out screaming. 56 

The Pentecostal attitude toward sickness and healing grew out of an 
underlying animistic outlook so thoroughgoing that it came close at times C 
to being a total explanation for human behavior, as when the Church of 
God Evangel warned its readers to resist “Discouraging Demons,” 
“Sensitive Demons,” the “demon of Sleep,” “Contrary Demons,” 
“Criticizing and Fault-Finding Demons” and “Exaggerating De¬ 
mons.” 57 Indeed the common denominator of the two most prominent 
features of the Pentecostal movement—tongues and healing—was this 
animistic philosophy. Both involved the invasion and control of the indi- 
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vidual by a foreign spirit. In ton£ne=speakinfi-the- Holy—Sj)irit_ was the 
agent; in sickness, evil spirits. Healing was a process of driving out the 
evil spirits through the greater power of the Holy Spirit. For this reason, 
numerous articles and pamphlets were written to instruct the faithful in 
the arts of exorcism . 58 

The extraordinary activity of evil spirits, Pentecostals believed, was 
evidence of a wholesale counter-movement of the demonic world against 
its impending destruction^ If the Holy Spirit was in these Last Days 
preparing the way for the Coming Christ, so too were Satan and his 
demonic hosts preparing the way for the Antichrist, and rallying for the 
final cataclysm between the forces of Light and the forces of Darkness. 
Thus, demon activity was also a sign of the Second Coming. 

/ As Pentecostal expectations for an imminent Second Coming began to 
wane, a significant change o ccurr ed in Pentecostal ideology/^The domi¬ 
nant theme of the Second Coming and” thesubord malpractice of speak¬ 
ing in tongues underwent an exchange of roles in the structure of Pen¬ 
tecostal thought. Initially, the intense belief in the immediate end of the 
world elicited the ecstatic response that found its expression in speaking 
injonguesrrhe speaking in tongues, in turn, legitimized the belief in the 
^^/imminence of the Second Coming. The key factor was the immediacy of 
^^^a resolution of the problems of the Hentecostals: 

Once the belief in a Second Coming ceased to be an immediate indi¬ 
vidual expectation, it could no longer hold the central place in Pentecostal 
thought. Thus, speaking in tongues, which re tained its immediacy, 
moved to the cepteFof Pentecostal ideology^ The former hope of immedi- 
Sj ate physical'escape from their unhappy world through the-Second-Ceming 
1 was replaced by the reality of immediate psychic escape through ecstasy^ 
Belief in the imminent Second Coming could from timeTo fimelirouse 
expectations, but it could not sustain them on a continuing basis. There¬ 
fore, it became a subordinate, largely formal doctrine, rather than a lively 
hope. Speaking in tongues then ceased to be primarily an eschatological 
sign and a means for hastening the Second Coming (through miraculously 
preaching the gospel to all the peoples of the world in their own lan¬ 
guages). Rather, speaking in tongues became an end in itself, and the 
central teaching of the Pentecostal movement . 59 



The consistently dominant^theme of the early Pentecostal movement 
was “Jesps is_c_oming soon:” That premillennialist notion rested_on—a 
myth that explained the origins, development and goal oLhuman history 
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in a single, unified bloc. The myth was composed of traditionally ortho¬ 
dox Christian beliefs, and of heterodox teachings dating back tolh^Ap- 
ostolic age an d resurgent i n quasi-Christian movements of the 19th cemT) 
Hury. In itsTbroad outlines, the Pentecostal myth was substantially the v 
same as that of the Keswick wing of the Holiness movement. ^ 

The myth provided the Pentecostals-with-a pessimistic-explanation of 
past and present that coincided with their own social experience, while at 
the same time it held out hope of triumph and reward in the immediate 
future. It was both pessimistic and optimistic. 

The temper of the Pentecostal movement, the atmosphere of its wor¬ 
ship, and the meaning of its most striking out ward features—speaking in 
r ton^u^andjheahiig^^^^^ 

\ of the Second Coming. In time, however, the failure of eschatological 
hope would undermine the structure of the original myth and speaking in 
tongues would replace the Second Coming as the central feature of the 
Pentecostal message. 



VI 


Apostles and Prophets 


Who were these men and women who went forth, often with “neither 
purse, nor scrip,’’ to “turn the world upside down’’ in emulation of the 
first-century Christians? Many of them will never be known, others are 
only names. Even some of the most notable, like Seymour, must remain 
in obscurity because Pentecostals remembered little of the “founding 
fathers’’ aside from their “spiritual” qualities: humility, saintliness, abil¬ 
ity to quote scripture and work “miracles,” fervency in prayer, preach¬ 
ing, and “soul-winning.” 

Yet, from their diaries, memoirs, and autobiographies, and from bits 
and pieces in periodical literature, I have compiled biographical material 
on forty-five leaders who joined the Pentecostal movement during its ear¬ 
liest years, all of them before 1914, most of them before 1909. Many of 
them advanced to prominent positions in one or another Pentecostal de¬ 
nomination, several to the highest. All have been recognized as leaders of 
the movement by Pentecostal writers. 1 

Since the selection of the sample was largely dictated by the limitations 
of the sources, it is in no sense scientific. The leaders of some important, 
though minor, factions of the movement could not be included for lack of 
information. There are only five women and two blacks among the forty- 
five. As a group, foreign-bom leaders are represented in about the right 
proportion, but their ethnic distribution is not. Ten of the fourteen 
foreign-bom leaders came from English-speaking countries, and only one 
each from Norway, 2 Italy, Mexico, and Persia. More Italian and Scan- 
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dinavian, and some German and Slavic leaders should have been in¬ 
cluded. 

In other respects, the sample is fairly representative. The most promi¬ 
nent early leaders of the four largest Pentecostal denominations—the As¬ 
semblies of God, the Church of God in Christ, the Church of God (Cleve¬ 
land, Tennessee), and the Pentecostal Holiness Church—are all included, 
as are two outstanding leaders of the Oneness faction of the movement. 
Doctrinal divisions among those in the sample are roughly proportionate 
to those in the movement as a whole. Of the forty-five, seventeen re¬ 
mained true to the original Second Work Trinitarian faith, twenty-four 
became Finished Work Trinitarians, and four moved on to the Oneness 
position. 3 At least ten different Pentecostal groups are represented, and 
several independents who moved freely from one group to another are in¬ 
cluded. 

The Pentecostal leaders were young. More than a third of the sample 
joined the movement before reaching the age of thirty, more than two 
thirds before forty. During the movement’s initial thrust in the years be¬ 
tween 1906 and 1912, most of them ranged in age from the mid-twenties s 
to the early forties. Aimee Semple McPherson was an eighteen-year-old 
bride when she went to China as a Pentecostal missionary, and was mak¬ 
ing national headlines while still in her twenties. Howard Goss joined in 
the work with Parham (who was then twenty-nine) at the age of nineteen, 
was a recognized leader of the Apostolic Faith movement in the lower 
Midwest in his early twenties, and the prime mover in creating the As¬ 
semblies of God at the age of twenty-eight. J. Roswell Flower, another 
founder of the Assemblies of God, was only twenty-six at the organizing 
convention of 1914. Most rank and file Pentecostal preachers were even 
younger than those in the leadership sample. Goss said of the workers in 
those early days, “90% of us were so very young.” 4 

They grew up almost exclusively in rural surroundings. Of the thirty- 
seven whose early environment is known, not one was reared in a city; 
only four are known to have spent their childhood in small towns. Nearly 
all had been born during the years from 1870 to 1885 at a time when the 
urban proportion of the national population rose from 26% to 34%. 5 Yet, 
wherever it could be determined, the childhood residence of every Pen¬ 
tecostal leader was rural. Few had ever seen a large city before reaching 
maturity. 

Of the thirty-one native-born Pentecostal leaders, eighteen came from 
the South, eight from the states of the upper Mississippi valley, and only 
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four from the most populous and urbanized area of the nation, the North¬ 
east. Of the fourteen immigrant leaders, four came from the agrarian 
regions of the Canadian Midwest, and two from frontier areas in Austral¬ 
ia. 

The picture of a predominantly rural-agrarian background is reinforced 
by an analysis of the occupations of their fathers. Of the thirty-two about 
whom we have information, the principal occupation of twenty-six was 
farming; four were blue-collar workers; one, Thomas B. Barratt’s father, 
was the manager of a small mine. Only one could be called a profes¬ 
sional: the father of Nickels John Holmes was a Presbyterian minister and 
teacher at Laurensville Female College, in South Carolina. But Holmes’ 
father was also the owner of a sizeable plantation, and it is difficult to say 
whether his principal vocation was that of farmer or minister-professor. 6 

Indeed, several of these fathers had dual occupations or left farming for 
other employment. Ambrose J. Tomlinson’s father was a partner in a 
building contracting business in addition to operating a farm. Frank Bart- 
leman’s father became the owner-manager of a feed store; and Watson 
Sorrow’s left the farm to work as a millhand. Four, the fathers of A. H. 
Argue, George N. Eldridge, Richard B. Hayes, and J. Roswell Flower, 
were ministers or preachers on the side. 7 

Although a few Pentecostal notables, like Holmes, Barratt, and possi¬ 
bly Tomlinson, grew up in economic security, most were raised in hum¬ 
ble circumstances, though probably not much more humble than those of 
many Americans in the latter part of the nineteenth century. Other than 
these three, none could even be classified as solidly middle-class. 

Several were victims of abject poverty. Smith Wigglesworth and Frank 
Bartleman both described their families as “very poor.’’ J. H. King 
remembered his childhood as one of constant struggle and deprivation. 
His father, a tenant farmer with “no education, no money, no home and 
no horse,’’ migrated frequently round about the South Carolina back 
country, dragging his wife and eleven children from one single-room log 
cabin to another. “The struggle,’’ said King, “to secure the bare necessi¬ 
ties of life was, in itself, a warfare. . . . Poverty reigned in our home.’’ 
Mary Woodworth’s drunkard father died when she was ten years old, 
leaving his widow and eight children penniless. To survive, Mary and 
others of the brood were hired out to live and work with nearby farm 
families. Howard Goss and his eight brothers and sisters ran barefoot 
through the mud and dust of Galena, Kansas. 8 If such destitution was not 
the common lot of the Pentecostal founders, few indeed were those 
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among them who had not known the rigors of manual labor at an early 
age, and many were they whose hands had been calloused to the plow 
handle. As a group, they were almost exclusively farmer-labor working 
class in origin. 

Given the economic status of their families, one would hardly expect 
anything more than an average or below-average education as the norm 
for Pentecostal leaders. We have information on the educational back¬ 
grounds of only twenty-seven in our sample of forty-five. Recent Pen¬ 
tecostal writers, determined to minimize the widespread belief that theirs 
was a movement of the ignorant and uneducated only, are often quick to 
point out the educational attainments of the founding fathers, and have 
sometimes embellished them. 9 Silence concerning the education of the 
other eighteen, therefore, almost certainly indicates no more than a sec¬ 
ondary school education, and very probably less than that. 

One of the twenty-seven, Smith Wigglesworth, had no schooling at all 
and was virtually illiterate. Another, Mary Woodworth-Etter, did not 
complete elementary school. Five ended their formal education in adoles¬ 
cence. Six attended Bible school, and one, Robert A. Brown, took the 
two-year reading course by correspondence for licensing as a Wesleyan 
Methodist minister. Two went through seminary, and one, William Piper, 
graduated from a normal school (teachers’ “college”) in Pennsylvania. 
J. Roswell Flower “studied law” briefly. Surprisingly, nine had some 
“college.” 10 

What in these cases passed for advanced education, however, must be 
carefully scrutinized. Those who went to Bible school should not be 
thought to have had a secondary-school eduction. The Bible schools con¬ 
cerned—Moody’s, Horton’s, Simpson’s, and Godbey’s—did not require 
graduation from high school or even grade school, before admission. The 
academic subjects in these schools were limited to the elementary or, 
sometimes, the secondary level. Indeed, a Bible-school education was 
little more than a program of indoctrination in the Holiness ideology by 
rote memorization of scriptural proof-texts. Agnes Ozman, a student at 
Horton’s, Simpson’s, and Parham’s schools, was, as her correspondence 
shows, at most semi-literate. 11 

Nor should a seminary education presume a high school diploma. J. H. 
King was admitted to the School of Theology at U. S. Grant University 
in Chattanooga with only eighteen months of grade school behind him. 
George N. Eldridge entered the Oak Hill Seminary at Ft. Knox, Maine, 
despite having left school at age fifteen. 12 
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As for the nine “college-educated,” seven attended obscure denomina¬ 
tional institutions for ministerial training, which rarely offered academic 
subjects above the secondary level. And seven of the nine dropped out 
before graduation, at least two, Parham and Mason, in obedience to what 
they believed to be the will of God. Parham, it will be remembered, had 
the equivalent of less than a year at Southwestern Methodist, while 
Mason had little more at Arkansas State Baptist. Bartleman studied nights 
for only one year at Temple College, at that time an infant institution for 
training Baptist ministers. Daniel Awrey attended an unnamed college in 
Delaware for six months. 13 George F. Taylor spent a year at the Univer¬ 
sity of North Carolina and Nickels J. Holmes about two years at the Uni¬ 
versity of Edinburgh. Arch P. Collins, the first regular chairman of the 
Assemblies of God, attended Baylor University, a Baptist school in 
Texas, but did not graduate. Barratt entered the Wesleyan “college” at 
Taunton, Somersetshire (later Queen’s College), at the age of eleven and 
graduated when only sixteen. 14 

The last of the nine “college” men, Eudorus N. Bell, another Chair¬ 
man of the Assemblies of God, graduated from John B. Stetson College, 
a Baptist school in DeLand, Florida, went on to three years at the Baptist 
Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky, and studied for several years at the 
University of Chicago, though there is no evidence that he took a degree 
at the last institution. In short, none of the Pentecostal leaders can be said 
to have had much higher education except Bell. 15 

Yet, leaving aside the question of quality, that twenty-one out of forty- 
five, or 46% of the leadership sample, could lay claim to any post-adoles¬ 
cent education indicates somewhat more schooling than one would have 
found in an average cross-section of the American population at the turn 
of the century. As compared with the education of other Protestant 
clergymen, however, their education was considerably less than average. 
While nine of the forty-five, or 20%, had some college, by 1926 nearly 
60% of the ministers of the seventeen largest white Protestant denomina¬ 
tions had some college, and 33% had both college and seminary. More¬ 
over, it must be remembered that we have been concerned here, not with 
the education of the Pentecostal clergy as a whole, but rather with their 
most prominent leaders. The education of the Pentecostal elite, as com¬ 
pared with that of the leaders of other religious groups of the day, was 
exceedingly meager. 16 

Although the fathers of only five of the forty-five in our sample were 
ministers or preachers, and the mothers of only two are known to have 
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been religious workers, nearly all of the Pentecostal leaders grew up in 
homes in which religion figured prominently. Their parents are often de¬ 
scribed as “godly,” “devout,” and “religious.” Most were raised in the 
evangelical-pietistic tradition that dominated 19th-century Protestantism 
Of the forty-one whose original religious affiliations are known, sixteen 
were Methodists, ten Baptists, four Congregationalists, two Presby¬ 
terians, two Roman Catholics, and one each United Brethren, Quaker, 
Disciples of Christ, and Lutheran. Two, Florence Crawford and Howard 
Goss, said they were raised as “infidels,” but they were hardly less ob¬ 
sessed with religion than the others. Both were nourished on religious 
argumentation, though from an opposing standpoint. 17 

A pattern of shifting religious allegiances was nurtured in the child¬ 
hood of some Pentecostal leaders. The parents of six changed their re¬ 
ligious affiliations one or more times before their children grew to man¬ 
hood, two of them several times. Together, the parents of J. Roswell 
Rower had connections with the Church of England, the Presbyterian and 
Methodist churches, the Dowie movement, and the Christian and Mis¬ 
sionary Alliance before they became Pentcostals. Fred Vogler’s parents, 
originally Lutherans, moved on through the Baptists to the Salvation 

rmy while still in Australia, and finally emigrated to America primarily 
to enjoy the benefits of residence in Dowie’s puritanical utopia. 18 

Whatever sustenance their religious heritage afforded them was little 
enough to offset the deprivations imposed on the Pentecostals in their for- 
nutive years, deprivations that were not social and cultural merely, but 
often physical and psychological as well. Frank Bartleman, like Parham, 
was afflicted with ailments from infancy: gastric fever, double vision,' 
varicose veins, frequent toothaches, and “almost daily . . . sick head¬ 
aches and dyspepsia.” “I hungered,” he wrote, “for sympathy and love, 
but was misunderstood largely, except for precious mother.” His father, 
who “had little sympathy or understanding for weakness,” berated, ridi¬ 
culed, and beat him frequently. “I had been told so often,” said Bartle- 
man, “that I would never amount to anything that I had about come to 
believe it.” Looking back to the culmination of his systematic degrada¬ 
tion at the hands of a brutal father, Bartleman wrote, “I remember as a 
little child my father asking me in a sarcastic, disparaging manner, what I 
was living for.” Small wonder that the youth felt “death . . . always on 
my track” and “saw no future.” And smaller wonder still that he should 
write with a bitterness only faintly muted by sorrow, ‘‘I learned to fear 
and I am afraid almost to hate, my father.” 19 
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While one should not rush to a generalization from this particular 
story, Frank Bartleman’s childhood experience need not be considered 
unique among a group that came from families of similar social circum¬ 
stances. It is not unreasonable to suppose that others may well have been 
subjected to the bitterness, censure, and physical violence common to 
working class families. Here and there among the writings of Pentecostals 
less forthright than Bartleman, one catches a glimpse of authoritarian fig¬ 
ures moving in the background. 20 

Personal loss and physical suffering marked both the childhood and the 
adult experience of many Pentecostal notables. Like Mary Woodworth 
(later, Woodworth-Etter), Bell, Collins, Eldridge and S. Clyde Bailey 
each lost a parent in childhood. Marie Burgess came from “a T. B. fam¬ 
ily,” saw her three sisters and mother die of the disease, and was herself 
afflicted with “a touch of it.” Spinal meningitis left Florence Crawford 
“a physical wreck” who “could not take two steps” without “a body 
harness.” The physical ailments and handicaps of Parham, Seymour and 
Agnes Ozman have already been mentioned. George F. Taylor was crip¬ 
pled from infancy. M. M. Pinson, a Tennesseean who pioneered in Pen- 
tecostalism in the South, but could not be included in our sample because 
of insufficient data, was obliged to wear a built-up shoe to compensate 
for his dwarfed leg. 21 

Personal tragedy, frustration, and despair, common to the human con¬ 
dition as they are, seem peculiarly pronounced in the life story of more 
than one Pentecostal leader. Indeed, personal tragedy so closely preceded 
the conversions of some that one is all but compelled to recognize a 
causal relationship between these experiences. 

The death of Mary Woodworth’s father set her on a course that led to 
marriage in adolescence to a poor farmer, and a life of drudgery relieved 
only by the stark grief of burying five of her six children in infancy or 
early childhood. Plagued by frequent visions of children in Heaven and 
sinners in Hell, she lived out her youth in quiet but desperate anxiety and 
frustration, finding release only in middle age as a Holiness evengelist, 
and fulfillment not until her declining years as the Pentecostal move¬ 
ment’s most renowned practicioner of divine healing before the rise of 
“Sister Aimee.” 22 

Aimee Semple (later McPherson), widowed at age nineteen while 
stranded in Hong Kong and eight months pregnant, returned home in 
despair with her fatherless child, only to marry unhappily, fall ill, un¬ 
dergo two operations, and slip off to escape her husband in the dead of 
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night with a babe-in-arms and a toddler at her side. “I was,” she said, 
“obeying God.” It was on the emotional wreckage of such experiences 
that “Sister Aimee” launched her career as Pentecostal evangelist. 23 

J. H. King, his hopes for a career in the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
South, dashed when his application for an exhorter’s license was rejected, 
enlisted in the army in his late teens, found he “could not endure the 
awful immoralities,” and secured a discharge after only four months’s 
service. Shortly after, he married hastily, a move he described as “the 
saddest thing I ever did in my life.” Feeling he was on the verge of in¬ 
sanity, King separated within months and, true to his Holiness convic¬ 
tions, remained single until the death of his estranged wife some thirty 
years later. Following his marital failure, he served an unsatisfying and 
unsuccessful stint in the ministry of the Methodist Episcopal Church, 
North, joined the Fire-Baptized Holiness movement, and, as overseer of 
the Fire Baptized Holiness Church, came to rest at last in the Pentecostal 
fold. 24 

Thomas Barratt’s twelve-year-old daughter died in May 1904, and his 
brother-in-law shortly afterwards. The day after his arrival in New York 
City on a fund-raising tour in the fall of 1905, he received word of his 
mother’s death. Added to this, his mission proved futile. Writing of his 
frustrations after a year in this country, he said, “Almost all the English 
churches here have closed against me. I fought on, attempting many 
plans, but everything failed. At last the Lord denied me the privilege of 
preaching entirely.” It was precisely at this point in his life that Barratt 
found the Pentecostal experience and became one of its chief apostles. 25 

Richard Baxter Hayes became a Pentecostal only a few short months 
after his eleven-year-old son died for lack of the medical attention refused 
by Hayes and his wife, who were “out on divine healing.” Shortly 
before renouncing his atheism and turning to the Apostolic Faith, Howard 
Goss stood by as his twenty-one-year-old brother (“John was my ideal”) 
died an atheist’s death. Dan T. Muse, later general overseer of the Pen¬ 
tecostal Holiness Church, was “dying of printer’s consumption” when he 
found the Pentecostal experience. 26 

Encumbered with an arduous past, subjected to an undue share of sor¬ 
row and adveristy, for many of the sons life was, as it had been for the 
fathers, an unremitting struggle. An analysis of the occupational histories 
of those in our sample for whom we have such information, reveals a 
haphazard scramble to secure a livelihood by whatever means lay closest 
to hand, but almost always, behind the striving, a kind of instinctual 
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groping or drifting toward the pulpit. And, by the time they cast their lots 
with the Pentecostal movement, every one of the forty-five save Goss and 
Muse had become ministers, preachers, missionaries, or dedicated re¬ 
ligious workers of some sort. 

Yet very few of those who preached the gospel were able to live off the 
gospel. Most found it necessary to look to secular employment for their 
income, and some continued to do so after taking up the Pentecostal 
torch. Marie Burgess, who was a demonstrator of Zion City’s products in 
a Chicago department store, is the only one of the five women in our 
sample known to have had regular employment for any period of time. 
Only a few of the men, like Bell and Barratt, who held positions in the 
established denominations, or others, like Mason, Tomlinson, and King, 
who were already the top leaders in Holiness denominations, are known 
to have derived their income mainly or solely from their ministry at the 
time they became Pentecostals. And most of these had been employed in 
some occupation—farming usually—at an earlier time in their lives. 27 

I have gathered information on the occupations of twenty-four who had 
been regularly employed in secular positions before or at the time of their 
conversion to the Pentecostal gospel. Together, they had held at least 
sixty different jobs, aside from their religious vocations. At least thirteen 
had worked at two or more different secular occupations. Because of the 
incompleteness of the employment records of most, the sketchiness of 
some job descriptions, and the diversity of positions held by a number, it 
is not possible to classify accurately each of the twenty-four. But an anal¬ 
ysis of the sixty jobs held by them may suggest the occupational status of 
the group as a whole. 

Eight of the twenty-four men followed their fathers into farming, but 
only one, S. Clyde Bailey, is not known to have passed on to some other 
vocation; three others turned their hands to agriculture temporarily, some¬ 
where along the line: this amounts to a total of eleven farming jobs out of 
the sixty. Seventeen positions were unskilled jobs like laborer, factory- 
hand, mill-hand, section-hand, miner, house painter, and lumberjack. 
Thirteen other jobs were semi-skilled: butcher, miller, barber, printer, 
carpenter, and plumber. Eleven were white-collar positions like salesper¬ 
son, hotel clerk, office clerk, and postmaster. Three were managerial or 
entrepreneurial: fruit rancher, owner-manager of a variety store, and man¬ 
ager of a co-op dairy. Finally, four of them were school teachers, one of 
whom, Holmes, later became a lawyer. 

The work histories of Bartleman and Bosworth are the most complete 
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of any in the sample, and though they are somewhat atypical in the 
number and diversity of positions held, they exemplify the group’s job-hop¬ 
ping tendency. The types of occupations they engaged in are thoroughly 
typical. 

Frank Bartleman began as a farmer and by the time he was thirty-five 
years old had been, successively, butcher, potter, section-hand, shoe 
clerk, hotel clerk, ditch digger, fruit-picker, house painter, gardener, and 
carpenter s helper. Concurrent with these secular occupations, or sand¬ 
wiched in between, Bartleman had also worked as a colporteur (Bible 
salesman) from time to time, and served as pastor, preacher, or evangelist 
with the Baptists, Salvation Army, Wesleyan Methodists, Pentecostal 
Union, several independent holiness missions, and finally with the Peniel 
Missions in southern California. 28 

Fred Francis Bosworth had held jobs as cornetist, traveling salesman, 
factory-hand, grocery clerk, butcher, shop-hand, sawyer, house painter, 
barber, postmaster, City Clerk, bookkeeper, and, at the time of his con¬ 
version to Pentecostalism in his twenty-ninth year, leader of Dowie’s 
Zion City music band. Other than the ordination that accompanied his ap¬ 
pointment to his last job, Bosworth is not known to have held any re¬ 
ligious position until after joining the Pentecostal movement. 29 

Taken as a whole, the status of the sons was, given the declining pres¬ 
tige of farming in late 19th-century America, perhaps somewhat above 
that of their fathers. In their secular employment the Pentecostal leaders 
ran the gamut from the bottom of the working class on up to the lower 
middle class. True, many of them before becoming Pentecostals and all 
of them, eventually, were ministers of a sort, a vocation that would ordi¬ 
narily place them in the middle class. But status is a somewhat indefinite 
term connoting not only place in a social system, but also prestige. Thus, 
while as ministers they could hardly be called working-class, a s Holiness, 
and later Pentecostal , ministers they were relegated to a place very near 
the bottom of the prestige structure. 

The prestige even of the established denominational ministry was de¬ 
clining by the late 19th century, and the Holiness and Pentecostal clergy 
stood on the fringes or outside the religious establishment. Even in the 
small towns of the agrarian sections of the nation, where men of the cloth 
continued to be highly regarded well into the 20th century, Holiness and 
Pentecostal preachers would not be considered among the respectable 
clergy for many years (if they are as yet). The class character of their 
congregations, the emotionalism of their services, their meager educa- 
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tion, and their employment in secular occupations, often of menial 
character—all denied them the status accorded other ministers. 30 

Indeed, the regard which their secular occupations alone would nor¬ 
mally have entitled them to was depreciated by their religious affiliations, 
whether they were ministers or not. Always a factor in determining sta¬ 
tus, religious affiliation must be given considerable weight in evaluating 
that of our leadership sample, who projected an image in which their 
most important identification was that of Holiness, and later, Pentecostal, 
believer. Because both Holiness and Pentecostal sects were held generally 
in exceedingly low regard, the overall status of the Pentecostal was bound 
to suffer. 

Without developing precise definitions and systematic indices for 
weighting family background, education, occupation, income, residence, 
life style, and other factors included in the concept of status, we cannot 
arrive at a definitive classification of these Pentecostal leaders. My own 
conclusion, based on the information presented and substantiated by im¬ 
pressionistic evidence is that, both before and after joining the Pentecos¬ 
tal movement, the group as a whole lay in a sort of limbo between work¬ 
ing and middle class. Neither quite one nor the other, they were marginal 
men and women. 

The ambiguity of their social position helps explain the anxiety, the 
restless energy, the impetuous striving so evident in the lives of the Pen¬ 
tecostal leaders. The shift from the farmer and working-class status of 
their fathers to that of working-middle-class contributed to that anxiety. 
The farm life so many of them had known, with all its rigors, its depriva¬ 
tions, and its own kind of insecurities, had after all a certain stability, a 
certain rhythm and regularity. A farmer might be hard pressed to meet the 
next payment to a bank or a land-owner, or even to spread the next meal 
on the table, 31 but he knew who he was. His close-knit relationship with 
the soil and the seasons gave him a certain stolid dignity and self-as¬ 
surance. He might, like King’s father, migrate frequently, but he always 
knew what lay ahead: the ploughing and grubbing, the sowing and tend¬ 
ing, the harvest. 

Cut off from their roots in the soil, the Pentecostals found themselves 
lacking not economic security merely—that they had hardly known—but 
inner security as well. The fervent quest of the Pentecostals for absolute 
religious certainty was a measure of the intensity of their anxiety and in¬ 
security, a quest strikingly apparent in the propensity of the Pentecostals 
to move from one religious group to another, from one set of beliefs to 
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another, from one religious experience to the next. Spiritual odysseys like 
those of Parham, Miss Ozman, Mrs. Woodworth-Etter, and Frank Bartle- 
man were by no means unusual among our sample of forty-five. To a 
man, they were seekers. 

By the time they joined the Pentecostal movement, all of our 45 
leaders had some religious affiliation except Goss, who went straight 
from atheism to Pentecostalism. Florence Crawford had rejected her “in¬ 
fidel’’ upbringing and become a Methodist of holiness persuasion some 
years before her association with the Azusa Street mission. Together, the 
44 Pentecostal leaders had held no fewer than 102 different religious 
affiliations. 32 The incompleteness of the data almost certainly implies an 
even greater number. Of the 44, 11 are known to have been associated 
with only one religious group before becoming Pentecostals, but that one 
was often a Holiness denomination or association, or an independent Ho¬ 
liness church or mission of recent origin. The only affiliation 1 could find 
for Alfred G. Garr, for example, was with the Metropolitan Church Asso¬ 
ciation, originally an interdenominational organization established some¬ 
time after Garr had reached manhood. It is certain that Garr, and others 
like him, had been adherents of some denomination prior to their Holi¬ 
ness connections, but where evidence is lacking I have refrained from 
speculation. 33 

Of the others, 18 had been associated with at least 2 different groups, 
11 with 3, and 4 others with 4 or more. Some of these, too, undoubtedly 
held more affiliations than are indicated. In some cases, connections with 
more than one Holiness organization is clearly implied, but where I could 
not determine this for certain, I have counted only one. 

Of the 102 affiliations, 24 were Methodist (including at least five 
Wesleyan Methodist), 14 Baptist, 4 Congregationalism 3 Presbyterian, 2 
each Roman Catholic and Quaker, 1 each Lutheran, Church of England, 
Disciples of Christ, United Brethren, Plymouth Brethren, and Church of 
God (General Eldership); 5 were Salvation Army members 34 (some of 
them simultaneously with membership in the Methodist Church). The 
other 42 affiliations were all with the newer Holiness denominations, as¬ 
sociations, independent churches, and missions, among which the Chris¬ 
tian and Missionary Alliance claimed 7, the Fire-Baptized Holiness 
Church 6, the Christian Catholic Apostolic Church in Zion 5, and the bal¬ 
ance were scattered among a diversity of smaller or unspecified Holiness 
groups. 

The steady shift away from the more formal, established denomina- 
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tions toward the newer Holiness institutions intimates the predisposition 
of those in the leadership sample to some such movement as the Pen¬ 
tecostal. At the time of their conversion to Pentecostalism only 6 of the 
44 who had some religious affiliation were Methodists and only 8 were 
Baptists. Aside from these 14, all had severed their relations with the 
mainline denominations. The other 30 had moved over into some Holi¬ 
ness group, and, wherever there was sufficient evidence to make a judg¬ 
ment, those who were Methodists and Baptists were found to be Holiness 
believers as well. 

The drift of the Pentecostal leaders, with few exceptions, was consis¬ 
tently toward religious groups that were more “enthusiastic/’ Both of 
those in our sample who had been raised as Roman Catholics passed 
through a transitional evangelical Protestant phase before joining the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement. Francisco Olazabal, a prominent figure among Mex¬ 
ican-American Pentecostals, was a convert to Methodism and a minister 
of that fellowship. Louis Franciscon, a trail-blazer of the new movement 
among Italians here and abroad, was first a Presbyterian and then co-pas¬ 
tor of an independent Holiness church in Chicago. 35 

All of those who had at some time been Congregationalists or Presby¬ 
terians, held interim affiliations with some more evangelistic group be¬ 
fore moving on to Pentecost. Marie Burgess, raised a Congregationalism 
was associated with independent Holiness churches and missions, and 
held ordination in Dowie’s Christian Catholic Apostolic Church in Zion 
when she was drawn into the Pentecostal fold. Nickels John Holmes left 
the Presbyterian ministry to organize the independent Tabernacle Church 
in order to more freely preach holiness. 36 

Even those shifts from one mainline denomination to another were dic¬ 
tated by a desire for greater commitment to revivalistic holiness. J. H. 
King went from the Methodist Episcopal Church, South, to the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, North, primarily because in Georgia the latter was 
more sympathetic to Holiness doctrine and practice. A similar rationale 
lay behind Francis M. Britton’s switch from Methodist to Baptist, and 
Richard B. Hayes’s from Baptist to Wesleyan Methodist. More obvious 
and more typical was A. H. Argue’s progression from Methodist to Sal¬ 
vation Army to Christian and Missionary Alliance, and then to the Pen¬ 
tecostal camp. 37 

The anxious quest for religious certainty and satisfaction that led the 
Pentecostals progressively from the staidly orthodox denominations on 
through increasingly revivalistic sects to the radical outer fringes of the 
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Holiness movement and then to Pentecost is epitomized in the experience 
of Smith Wigglesworth, who said of himself: 

I was saved among the Methodists when I was about eight years of age. A 
little later I was confirmed by a Bishop of the Church of England. Later I 
was immersed as a Baptist. I had the grounding in Bible teaching among the 
Plymouth Brethren. I marched under the Blood and Fire banner of the Salva¬ 
tion Army. ... I received the second blessing and a clean heart under the 
teaching of Reader Harris and the Pentecostal League ... in Sunderland in 
1907, I knelt before God and had an Acts 2:4 experience. 38 

The Pentecostal leadership was drawn from two principal sources: the 
ministry of the miniscule, radical Holiness sects, and the ranks of those 
Holiness preachers who hesitated to join any organization at all—those 
whom Timothy Smith characterized as “restless individuals unable to ac¬ 
cept much real discipline save their own.” The new movement initially 
attracted those who had been outlawed from the main body of Holiness 
believers by the National Holiness Association’s ban on “those who 
made healing, premillennialism and Keswick views their ‘hobby.’ ” This 
was aimed at such groups as the Christian and Missionary Alliance and 
the “Third Blessing” Fire-Baptized movements. 39 

Nearly all of the forty-five Pentecostal leaders under consideration 
came out of the Christian and Missionary Alliance, or the Fire Baptized, 
Dowie, Burning Bush, and other splinter Holiness factions that advocated 
healing and other gifts of the Spirit and premillennialism. All these 
groups rejected the mainstream Holiness view that sanctification and the 
Baptism in the Holy Spirit were synonymous. All looked for a Second 
Pentecost having both collective and individual aspects, which would re¬ 
store the miraculous gifts and powers of the Apostolic Church—a notion 
that lay at the heart of the Keswick movement. 

Many of the Pentecostal leaders had direct, personal contact with Kes¬ 
wick-oriented champions and institutions. Barratt had read Moody’s and 
Torrey s sermons, and had met Torrey, Alexander, and Simpson on his 
1905-06 tour of the United States. George N. Eldridge had known Simp¬ 
son, and A. H. Argue had been healed through Simpson’s ministry. 
Stanley H. Frodsham’s wife attributed her healing to the reading of Simp-N 
son s tract “Gospel of Healing,” and as a result went to study at his 
Nyack, New York, school. Agnes Ozman, it will be recalled, was also a 
student at both Simpson’s and Horton’s schools. 40 

Francisco Olazabal and Marie Burgess attended the Moody Bible Insti- 
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tute in Chicago. Andrew Urshan, the Persian Pentecostal evangelist, was 
active in the Moody Church in Chicago when he first came into contact 
with the Pentecostal movement. Bartleman, who spent a few weeks at the 
Moody Institute in Chicago, also worked in Moody’s Philadelphia cam¬ 
paigns of 1895 and 1896, and attended the Northfield Conference of 
1896. Mrs. Woodworth-Etter worked in Moody’s meetings in New York 
City, and A. J. Tomlinson visited his meetings in Chicago in 1894 and 
“elsewhere” at other times. Nickels J. Holmes read the works of Moody, 
Simpson, and Murray, and met Moody, A. T. Pierson, and A. J. Gordon 
at the Northfield conferences of 1891 and 1892. 41 

The connection between the Keswick and Pentecostal movements does 
not rest solely on a demonstration of personal contact between the leaders 
of both. There are many evidences of the influence of Keswick ideas 
upon the Pentecostals both before and after their conversion to the new 
movement. 

The Bible school of the Fire-Baptized Holiness Church at Royston, 
Georgia, based its curriculum on James M. Gray’s Synthetic Bible Study 
and used other works by Keswick writers like A. T. Pierson. When that 
church merged with the Holiness Church of North Carolina to form the 
Pentecostal Holiness Church, its official organ, the Pentecostal Holiness 
Advocate , advertised the fourteen volume Moody Library and other Kes¬ 
wick-oriented works regularly. 42 

The Assemblies of God was dominated by former Alliance people, 
some of whom, like G. N. Eldridge, J. W. Welch, and D. W. Kerr, had 
held prominent positions in that organization. The Assemblies’ Reading 
Course for ministers included the works of Moody, Torrey, Simpson, 
Murray, and Pierson. C. I. Scofield’s edition of the Bible, a major 
vehicle of Keswick doctrine, was used extensively in Assemblies Bible 
schools. 43 

Aimee Semple McPherson’s Foursquare Gospel, allegedly revealed to 
her in a vision, was little more than Simpson’s Four-Fold Gospel of 
Christ as Savior, Healer, Baptizer in the Holy Spirit, and Coming King, 
with Baptism in the Spirit redefined to specify speaking in tongues. 44 

Finally, Scofield’s Bible and the works of nearly all the major Keswick 
proponents were widely advertised in various Pentecostal periodicals, and 
were avidly read by Pentecostals everywhere. 45 Thus, the Keswick notion 
of an enduement of Pentecostal power dominated the thinking of individ¬ 
uals and institutions that were to prove most receptive to the Pentecostal 


APOSTLES AND PROPHETS 


113 


gospel. Indeed, acceptance of the new movement seemed both logical 
and natural. 

The composite picture of the Pentecostal leader that emerges from our 
analysis is that of a comparatively young man of humble rural-agrarian 
origins. Often a victim of physical as well as cultural and economic de¬ 
privation, he nevertheless managed to secure a smattering of advanced 
education of relatively low quality. Peculiarly subject to the loss or 
estrangement of those closest to him, his primary relationships deeply 
tinged with melancholy, cut loose from his roots in the soil, highly 
mobile and unstable in residence, occupation, and religious affiliation, 
hovering uncertainly between working class and middle class, he sought a 
resolution of the anxieties stemming from his social experience, not by 
clinging to the faith of his fathers but by the intensification of the pietis- 
tic, emotional, and world-rejecting elements of that faith. 

The salient characteristics common to all of our forty-five leaders are 
their mobility and their marginality: spatial, occupational, and religious. 
Wandering from place to place, from job to job, from church to church, 
they could hardly have avoided an acute awareness of the transiency and 
impermanence of their existence. It was but a short step from this to a 
conviction that the present world system was collapsing, and a new one 
struggling to be born. The Pentecostal message confirmed this conviction, 
and provided a framework for the articulation in religious terms of what 
was largely social discontent. The belief in a Second Pentecost by which 
the believer would receive blessings and powers denied him in this world, 
and of an imminent Second Coming that would reverse his present for¬ 
tunes, paved the way for acceptance of the Pentecostal movement. 
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The Faithful 


-The Pentecostal faithful everywhere were drawn from the humbler orders 
of society. “One of the most common reproaches that the world delighted 
in heaping upon us/’ recalled an early Pentecostal Holiness preacher, 
“was the fact that those who accepted the truths and experience taught in 
i ^> hose meet i n 8 s were i lliterate and th at only the common classes were 
favorably impressed.” Not only were the economically and culturally 
deprived—the “honest poor”—attracted, but also, as one Pentecostal put 
:t, “the ‘scum’ of society . . . habitual drunkards, veteran gamblers and 
even immoral women and infidels.” 1 

\) The movement’s initial appeal was to \old I stock^whites (either in the 
/ r rural environs of their origin or in urban areas to which they migrated. 
o v '. ^ But at a very early point the movement also attracted ethnic minorities of 
V* A both native and foreign birth, especially in the larger cities. Shortly 
Y afterward, ^substantial proportion of the movement consisted of recent 


j^/lEuropeaq 


A 


vV 




among whom Scandinavians, Germans, Italians, 
and SlavsNY5^ most numerous, and of older-stock minorities jike Afro- 
Americans and Mexican-Americans. "" 

Regionally, the Pentecostal movement found its readiest response in 
the South. The very partial returns of the 1916 census showed 81% of all 
Pentecostals residing in the South; the 1926 census reported 55% in that 
region; and one of every two Pentecostals reported in the 1936 census 2 
was still to be found in the states south of the Mason-Dixon line. Yet dur¬ 
ing these years the proportion of the national population living in the 
South remained at approximately 30%. 3 Another one in four resided in 
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the urban-ind ustrial region fr o m New Engla nd to the Mississippi Rivery / 
The upper MidwesLolaimed about one in nine Pentecostals, the Pacific 
Coast about one in ten, and the rest were sparsely scattered in the Moun¬ 
tain states. 


In the movement as a whole, the 1936 census showed more than three 
Pentecostals residing in urban areas for every two living in rural environs. 
In the South the movement was more rural than urban while in the greater 
Northeast and on the West Coast it was overwhelmingly urban in charac¬ 
ter. 


Within the South the Pentecostal movement achieved its greatest suc¬ 
cess in the upland regions centering on lower Appalachia and the Ozark 
Plateau. In Appalachia, the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) was a 
struggling Holiness group with fewer than a dozen congregations clus¬ 
tered at the juncture of Tennessee, North Carolina, and Georgia when it 
embraced the Pentecostal movement. We have already noted that ecstatic 
religious experience, including speaking in tongues, was reported to have 
accompanied a revival in that area a decade earlier. But there is no hint of 
speaking in tongues in that church’s records until 1908 when G. B. 
Cashwell, fresh from Azusa Street mission, preached at the Church of 
God’s Annual Assembly in Cleveland, Tennessee, and led many into the . 
Pentecostal experience, including the overseer, Ambrose J. Tomlinson. 4 

The membership of x the Qhurch ofGo d at this time consisted almost en- sj 
tirely of impoverished farmers who barely eked out a living from the bar-f^ ^ 
ren hillsides. So primitive was life in those regions that Tomlinson wrote 
in his diary, “The rude huts, the rough home-made bedsteads, the stone 
fireplaces and stick and clay chimneys remind one of colonial days.’’ 5 
Tucked away in inaccessible mountain hollows, the homes of the faithful 
could often be reached only by leaving wagon or horse to clamber over 
precipitous footpaths, dodging rattlers and copperheads along the way. In 
winter, people stayed home from meeting for lack of clothing, and chil¬ 
dren ran barefoot through snow and ice. 6 Some reacted like frightened 
animals at the mere sight of a stranger. “I have gone to places,’’ said 
Tomlinson, “where the people were so wild that as I entered the front 
door the whole family ran out at the back door.’’ 7 P overty ^hungeiy-and 
illi terac y were endemic. 8 

Under the dynamic leadership of the newly Spirit-ba ptized Toml inson, 
the Church of God grew rapidly, planting or absorbing congregations all 
through the southeastern states from Kentucky to West Virginia to 
Florida, though its center of strength remained in the Appalachians [and 
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Table 1. Regional Distribution of 26 Pentecostal Denominations, 1936 (computed 
from United States Bureau of Census, Religious Bodies , 1936, 3 vols., Washing¬ 
ton, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1941) 



New 

Middle 

East North 

West North 

Denomination 

England 

Atlantic 

Central 

Central 

Apostolic Faith Mission 

Apostolic Overcoming Holy Church 




146 

of God 

Assemblies of God 

Calvary Pentecostal Church 

Church of God (Cleveland, 

1,818 

12,752 

20,628 

24,063 

Tennessee) 

171 

1,218 

4,495 

1,787 

Church of God (Original) 

161 

28 

27 

207 

Church of God (Tomlinson) 


1,806 

922 

963 

Church of God in Christ 

Church of God in Christ 

529 

4,539 

4,393 

2,613 

(Pentecostal) 



(est) 90 


Church of the Living God, Christian 
Workers Fellowship 

Church of the Living God, 

The Pillar and Ground of Truth 
Congregational Holiness Church 
Fire-Baptized Holiness Church of 


24 

706 

563 

God of America 

51 

206 

53 


Italian Pentecostal Assemblies 
of God 

House of the Lord 

International Church of the 

71 

1,476 

80 


Foursquare Gospel 


317 

2,384 

1,971 

International Pentecostal Assemblies 
National David Spiritual Temple, 

82 

1,003 

2,659 

475 

Christ Church Union 

Pentecostal Assemblies of 




1,412 

Jesus Christ 

60 

559 

7,563 

1,347 

Pentecostal Assemblies of the World 

133 

735 

3,160 

787 

Pentecostal Church, Inc. 

Pentecostal Church of God of 


26 

1,690 

1,347 

America 


98 

708 

682 

Pentecostal Fire Baptized Holiness 
Church 

Pentecostal Holiness Church 


148 

76 

421 

United Holy Church of America 
Unorganized Italian Christian 

85 

1,184 

224 


Churches of North America 

371 

5,813 

2,247 

229 

Membership Totals by Region 

3,532 

31,932 

52,105 

39,013 

Per Cent of All Pentecostals 

1.0 

8.9 

14.6 

10.9 
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South 

East 

West South 

Atlantic 

Central 

Central 

52 

863 

39 

10,488 

6,593 

42,272 

19,582 

12,600 

4,310 

370 

951 

525 

6,374 

5,747 

1,750 

3,866 

5,130 

8,508 

46 

42 

32 

10 

876 

2,268 

82 

18 

4,558 

1,778 

389 


1,532 

131 


222 



27 

452 

618 

1,324 

59 

188 



128 

2,314 

380 

3,234 

84 

263 

138 

197 

1,327 

3,520 

215 

182 

1,180 

1,017 

331 


8,930 

581 

2,605 

5,670 

341 


405 

80 

73 

64,585 

37,336 

75,946 

18.1 

10.5 

21.3 


ountain 

Pacific 

Totals 

50 

2,001 

2,288 



863 

6,530 

22,899 

148,043 

166 

880 

1,046 

374 

281 

44,818 



2,269 

697 

92 

18,351 

524 

1,462 

31,564 



210 

22 

56 

4,525 

5 

175 

4,838 



2,167 



1,973 



1,547 



302 

1,173 

9,205 

16,147 

26 

517 

6,333 


340 

1,880 

385 

228 

16,070 


413 

5,713 

705 

869 

9,681 

40 

1,191 

4,296 



1,348 

68 

126 

12,955 


31 

7,535 


349 

9,567 

10,765 

41,115 

356,329 

3.0 

11.2 

100.0 
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Table 2. Urban-Rural and Racial Distribution by Region of Combined Memberships of 26 Pentecostal Denominations, 1936 


Per Cent 

of Total Per Cent of Total 


Region 

Total 

Membership 

Urban 

Rural 

Urban 

Rural 

White 

Denoms. 

Black 

Denoms. 

Inter- 

Racial 

White 

Black 

Inter- 

Racial 

New England 

3,532 

2,937 

595 

83.2 

16.8 

2,774 

698 

Denoms. 

60 

78.5 

19.8 

1.7 

Middle Atlantic 

31,932 

26,511 

5,421 

83.0 

17.0 

24,685 

6,688 

559 

77.3 

20.9 

1.8 

East North Central 

52,105 

44,519 

7,586 

85.4 

14.6 

35,836 

8,706 

7,563 

68.7 

16.9 

14.4 

West North Central 

39,013 

24,662 

14,351 

63.2 

36.8 

32,291 

5,375 

1,347 

82.8 

13.8 

3.4 

South Atlantic 

64,585 

32,484 

32,101 

50.3 

49.7 

50,759 

11,512 

2,314 

78.6 

17.8 

3.6 

East South Central 

37,336 

13,535 

23,801 

36.3 

63.7 

29,292 

7,664 

380 

78.5 

20.6 

0.9 

West South Central 

75,946 

38,690 

37,256 

50.9 

49.1 

57,080 

15,632 

3,234 

75.2 

20.6 

4.2 

Mountain 

10,765 

6,302 

4,463 

58.6 

41.4 

9,829 

551 

385 

91.4 

5.1 

3.5 

Pacific 

41,115 

32,881 

8,234 

79.9 

20.1 

38,310 

2,577 

228 

93.4 

6.0 

0.6 

Totals 

356,329 

222,521 

133,808 

62.4 

37.6 

280,856 

59,403 

16,070 

78.8 

16.6 

4.6 

Adjusted Race Totals * 

— 

— 

— 

— 

— 

279,423 

60,836 

16,070 

78.4 

17.7 

3.9 


*The total membership of the Church of God (Cleveland. Tenn.) included 1.405 blacks organized separately, and the International Church of the Foursquare Gospel. 28. Since these 
denominations were not really interracial, and since the census did not break down their statistics by race. 1 have included these blacks under “white denoms.“ in the regional computations. 
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the surrounding Piedmont country. By the early 1930’s the Church of 
God was the second largest Pentecostal communion. 9 

It was largely through Cashwell’s ministry also that the Fire-Baptized 
Holiness Church, centered in the uplands of the Carolinas and - Gedfgia>^ 
and the Holiness Church of North Carolina were swept into the Pentecos- V 

tal fold. These two groups merged as the Pent ecostal Holine ssjChurch in,_ 

1911. By the end of the 1920’s, the Church of God, the Pentecostal Holi¬ 
ness Church, their schismatic offspring, and several smaller organizations 
were well established in the rural agrarian communities and the mill 
towns of the southern Piedmont. In the same region, numbers of black as¬ 
semblies were established or organized by the Church of God in Christ, 
the United Holy Church of America, and the Fire-Baptized Holiness 
Church of God of America. 10 

It will be recalled that it was in the fron tier mining towns of the West¬ 
ern Ozarks that Parham^s-A^tohe-^itlilMovement scored its earliest 
victories. With the infusion of Pentecostal emissaries from Azusa mission 
and elsewhere following the Los Angeles revival, the movement gained a 
firm hold throughout the entire Ozark Plateau and peripheral areas. While 
autonomous Congregationalism was at first strong in this region, most of 
the Pentecostals were eventually gathered into denominations. By far the 
most important of these was the Assemblies of God, the largest and most 
nearly national of all Pentecostal bodies. Yet, despite its growth else¬ 
where in the nation, the Assemblies’ center of strength remained in its 
place of origin, the greater Ozark region. 11 

The peculiar responsiveness oftbelnhabitants of the . Ozar ks-to-the-Ren- 
tecost al movemen t attracted workers from the Pentecostal Holiness 
Church and from the Church of God groups. By the end of the 1920’s, 
the Assemblies faced competition on its home grounds from these denom¬ 
inations and from others growing directly or indirectly out of schisms in 
its own ranks. Although some blacks in this region found their way into 
these organizations, most gravitated toward the Church of God in Christ 
and the Church of Living God groups. 12 

The southern Pentecostal movement had a more distinctly rural charac¬ 
ter than the 1936 census suggests. The census defines urban churches as 
those located in cities or incorporated areas of more than 2,500 people. 

Some churches conforming to the definition were situated in small 
agrarian towns and drew their constituencies almost entirely from the sur¬ 
rounding rural areas. More importantly, many more “urban” churches in 
the South, and in the Midwest as well, drew their memberships from 
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recent rural migrants to urban areas, which gave those churches a rural 
ethos. 13 

The inhabitants of the towns and smaller cities surrounding the south- 
ern Appalachians-and_ the jQzarks were largely displaced agrarians from 
^ the outlying rural areas. The agrarian crises of the late nineteenth century 
| and of the 1920’s and 1930’s sent waves of farmers from Appalachia 
flooding into the Piedmont mill towns, and from the Ozarks into the min¬ 
ing towns along the western and southern slopes of the Plateau or out 
onto the plains of central Oklahoma and north Texas. Operators of textile 
mills in the southern Piedmont sent recruiting agents into the hill country, 
scattering promotional handbills as they went. In Gaston County, North 
Carolina, Liston Pope found that by the mid-1920’s the membership of 
every Pentecostal church was 100% millhands. 14 

Rural attitudes and patterns of behavior were more likely to survive in 
towns and small cities than in large urban centers, and the southern Pen¬ 
tecostal movement was more successful in the former than the latter. The 
Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee), for example, is listed in the 1936 
census as 41.4% urban, yet only 14% of its membership resided in cities 
with a population of more than 25,000, and probably most of these were 
to be found in the North, where the Church of God was most heavily 
urban. 15 

Reports of local revivals gathered from Pentecostal periodicals and the 
writings of early Pentecostals include the names of scores of mountain 
communities in the Appalachians like Bluefield and Richlands, Virginia; 
Bryson City and Murphy, North Carolina; Ducktown and Tellico, Ten¬ 
nessee; and Dahlonega, Georgia. But increasingly the work in this area 
centered in the mill towns of the Piedmont country: Danville, Virginia; 
Gastonia, North Carolina; Greenville and Anderson, South Carolina; Toc- 
coa and Gainsville, Georgia; Cleveland and Athens, Tennessee. 

In the Ozarks the movement had great success in such mountain towns 
as Hot Springs, Malvern, and Eureka Springs, Arkansas; Thayer, Bran¬ 
son, and Ozark, Missouri. Here, too, there was a shift outward to the 
mining towns on the rim of the Ozarks: Joplin and Webb City, Missouri; 
Galena and Baxter Springs, Kansas; Picher, Muskogee, and McAlester, 
Oklahoma; and the homestead communities from Tulsa westward. By the 
late 1920’s the Assemblies of God was reporting more revivals in Okla¬ 
homa than in any other state. 16 

While Pentecostal campaigns were held in a number of the larger cities 
of the South, success there in the early years was modest. More often 
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than not, churches were established in outlying towns or suburbs, and not 
in the central cities. Thus, in the Houston-Galveston area the movement 
was initially successful in the suburb of Brunner and the outlying towns 
of Katy, Richmond, Alvin, and Angleton, only modestly so in Houston, 
and not at all in Galveston. In the Birmingham area, Pentecostal as¬ 
semblies were first established in Parrish, Dora, and Kimberley, some 
twenty miles north of industrial Birmingham. Pentecostal evangelists like 
Tomlinson and Mrs. McPherson had much success in Durant, Wimauma, 
Clearwater, and other towns surrounding Tampa Bay, but little in Tampa 
itself. 17 _ _ 

All of^the' principal white Pentecostal denominations with heavily 
southern constituencies established their headquarters in small towns in 
either A ppalachia or the OzaFles. The parent Church of God and its off- 
kpfmgTthe (Tomlinson) Church of God, located their headquarters not in 
Memphis or Nashville, butdeveland, Tennessee, at that time a town of 
fewer than SjOOO^Jhe^Pentecostal Holiness Church established its offices 
first in Royston and later Franklin Springs, both small towns in the Pied¬ 
mont region of northeastern Georgia. The headquarters of the Congrega¬ 
tional Holiness Church was at Griffin, some thirty miles south of Atlanta. 
Even the Assemblies of God, which was more Midwestern than South¬ 
ern, moved its offices from St. Louis, where its officials admitted they 
had made no progress in propagating the movement, to Springfield, Mis¬ 
souri, in the heart of the Ozarks. The Pentecostal Church of God of 
America moved from Chicago to Joplin, Missouri. 18 

On the other hand, black Pentecostal denominations of the region) 
whose memberships were predominantly urba n, 1 ocated —their—he ad- 
qu arters mJargei Lcities: t he Church of God in Christ in Memphis; the 
Fire-Baptized Holiness Church in Atlanta; the United Holy Church of 
America in Goldsboro, North Carolina; the Church of the Living God: 
Christian Workers for Fellowship in Oklahoma City; and the Church of 
the Living God: the Pillar and Ground of Truth in Winston-Salem. 19 




y 



The flight from the farms of the nation that had sent so many into the 
mill, mine, and agrarian towns surrounding the lower Appalachians and 
the Ozarks, carried others still farther afield. Joined by displaced blacks 
from the rich soil of the Tidewater South and by whites from the arid 
Middle Border, the uplancLTarmers of the—South streamed into the 
burgeoning urban centers^ of the nation. The limited means of many 
propelled them into the deteriorating boarding, rooming, and tenement 
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house neighborhoods where they mingled with masses of newcomers 
from abroad or lived near them in tight ethnocentric enclaves. 

As farmers, many had learned the rudiments of carpentry, masonry, 
and other trades to maintain their farms and increase their incomes. These 
often found skilled employment in the cities and some were able to es¬ 



cape to more desirable neighborhoods. Others, more limited by their 
agrarian origins, found semi-skilled or menial employment. Still others 
drifted into the subculture of poverty, crime, vice, alcoholism, and drug 
adilietionT- 

C It was almost exclusively from among these ethnically heterogeneous, 
struggling working classes and impoverished unemployed that the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement drew its following in the urban areas of the nation. 
V^st differences in race, national origin, language, religion, and custom 
created psychic distance between these urban dwellers. Yet they shared at 
least some thi ngs in^ ^mmon, Most had come from rural-agrarian back¬ 
grounds, nearlyHafihad experienced cultural transplantation; most lived in 


similar social circumstances and were to some degree excluded from full 

5 1mittance into the mainstream of middle-class urban society.JT hg^early 
mtecostal^ovementJ builMipon this base of commonality by preaching 
e unity and solidarity ofanfrue^Believers^ri^T])fOvidin^^ 
itual experience that transcended mundane distinctions. In a remarkable 



display of amity that ran against the prevailing winds of Anglo-Saxon 
ethnocentrism, old-stock American, Scandinavian, German, Italian, and 


Russian, black and brown, red and yellow tog ether achieved a new sense 
of dig mty - a n^c ommunity in f ully integrated_Eentecostal-services. 

Recalling hisTearly ministrylrrSmfJosiTlhe English immigrant Stanley 
Frodsham~saidr-CWe did not observe the color line in Pentecostal as- 
sembliesSiuCalifom^. ’ * 20 In the multi-ethnic Azusa Street~meetirigs in 
1906, the Southern white, G. B. Cashwell. knelt beside a black youth 
who “prayed him through” to the Pentecostal experience, CashwelFs ini¬ 


tial prejudice overcome when “the Lord whispered to him, This young 
man is deeply in earnest and I have sent him. ’ ” 21 In the same city, Ger¬ 
man services were held every Monday night in the Upper Room Mis¬ 
sion. 22 When Charles Parham visited E. Liddecoat’s Midnight Mission in 
Los Angeles, he found the hall crowded with “the poor and unemployed 
. . . white men, Negroes and Mexicans.” 23 One band of workers from 


Los Angeles preached to Chinese and Japanese dockworkers in Spokane, 
Washington; another opened a mission serving steelworkers in Pueblo, 
Colorado, who together spoke seventeen different languages. 24 
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In Mrs. Crawford’s Portland, Oregon, mission, 4 Th ere was no color 
line. The red, the yellow, the black and the white all worshipped 
together.” Monday night services were in German; Saturday night in 
Swedish or Norwegian. Those converted in that mission included “Fallen 
humanity of every type and description . . . drunkards . . . and drug 
addicts” as well as “many tradesmen: contractors, engineers, brick¬ 
layers, carpenters, iron and concrete workers, electricians, painters, 
plumbers, sheet metal and furnace workers.” 25 

Even before the Los Angeles revival, Parham had tapped this new eth¬ 
nically heterogeneous constituency in Houston, where he garnered black 
converts like Seymour, Miss Farrow, and “Brother” Johnson, and some ^ 
Mexican-Americans. At the 1913 summer encampment of Parham’^ 
group in Baxter Springs, Kansas, “White people, colored people and In-^ r 
dians all took part in the meeting and as Brother Parham remarked, ‘We^; v 
had the Gospel in black and white and red all over.’ ” For years, Parha m y-> 
held integrated meet ings throughout the lower Midwest. 26 

Dan T. Muse, Pentecostal pioneer in Oklahoma, worked among the 
“homeless men and women” both black and white in Oklahoma City, 
many of them “addicted to narcotics, alcohol and slovenly living . . . 
broken down lawyers, doctors, common prostitutes and perverts.” Later, 
he worked a strip of territory east and south of the city where recent im¬ 
migrants from Ohio, Missouri, Kansas, and Germany homesteaded the 
recently opened Indian Territory. 27 

Jonathan^Perkins, a Methodist minister, attended Pentecostal services 
in WTchifaln 1909 and-went away in disgust over the failure of those in 
charge to “k£ep niggers in their place)” Fourteen years later, Perkins 
was converted to the movement-in^ predominantly black meeting in the 
same city. “I had to wade through a whole camp meeting of them when I 
got the Baptism,” wrote Perkins; “God surely broke me o ver the wheel 
of my prejudice. ’ ’ 28 ^ ~~ 

Not only IrTthe^ Midwest and thejwestefn reaches of the South, but ii 
the deep South as well, inte grated mee tings were .common. Fred Bos- 
worth, pastor of a Pentecostal church in Dallas in the years before and 
after 1912, was beaten by local whites for befriending blacks; and Wat¬ 
son Sorrow recalled integrated meetings in various parts of Georgia dur¬ 
ing the early years. 29 

In Atlanta, Mrs. Woodworth-Etter preached to black assemblies and 
had blacks seated at the rear of the rented hall in which she held her prin¬ 
cipal meetings during her 1914 campaign in that city. The following year, 
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her services in Atlanta were crowded with “the poor who could not at¬ 
tend the Chapman-Alexander meetings” in progress elsewhere in the 
city. Among those in attendance were many Cubans, Italians, and 
French. At Colorado Springs her audience consisted primarily of miners 
representing a variety of nationalities. 30 

< _ Aimee S ^mple_Mc£herson had her first real success among impover- 
ishedT^Ifiiterate blacks and whites in Florida in the winter of 1917-18. 
Describing her audiences at the Pleasant Grove Camp grounds in Durant 
(near Tampa), she said, “Many of the people are very poor. Some cannot 
even read or write, but how hungry they are for God.” In Miami, “The 
tabernacle was filled, night after night, with precious black pearls to be 

gathered for Jesus.The people are very poor and go to meetings 

in aprons and overalls. ” In Key West she went from door to door inviting 
both black and white to her tent meetings. “Glory!”, she wrote, “All 
walls of prejudice are breaking down, white and colored folks to the altar 
together . . . white and colored joined hands and prayed . . . people so 
hungry after God that color is forgotten even here in the Southland.” 

/ imilar audiences flocked to her meetings in West Palm Beach. 31 

The following winter “Sister Aimee” preached to standing room only 
in the 3,500 seat Temple Auditorium in Los Angeles. In appreciation of 
her ministry, her working-class converts constructed a home for her, dig¬ 
ging the cellar, laying the foundation, erecting the framework, lathing, 
plastering, and making the furniture with their own hands. In 1920, Mrs. 
McPherson preached above the roar of locomotives in a warehouse hard 
against the tracks and switches of the rail center at Piedmont, West 
Virginia, her listeners drawn from the workers in the surrounding coal 
mines, paper mills, lumber yards, and rail terminals. 32 

The fame of “Sister Aimee” spread widely among various Gypsy tribes 
after one of their number professed to being healed during her Denver 
campaign in the summer of 1921. The next year, Gypsies thronged to her 
meetings in Wichita, Rochester and Denver. At the opening of Angelus 
Temple in Los Angeles on the first of January, 1923, some five hundred 
Gypsies weighted down with gifts of flowers and money were in atten¬ 
dance. 33 

T Mrs. McPherson’s appeal was by no means limited to the disinherited: 
she was also successful among middle-class ^hurch peo pkujilBaltimorr, 
Philadelphiav Denver, and ersewhere, although this success accrued more 
to the mainline denominati ons jhan to Pentecostal churches and missions; 
and that success was made possible in part at least by her caution in re- 
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^tr aining 4 'fanatici r sm^ nd in^limiting the distinctly Pentecostal aspects 
^Crfherwork to “tarrying places” set apart from the tents, halls, and sanc¬ 
tuaries in which she preached. Once established in Los Angeles, her fol¬ 
lowing was drawn more from the lower middle classes of rural white 
migrants than from those humbler classes who frequented the smaller 
Pentecostal missions of the city. 34 

The proportion of blacks in the Pentecostal movement would have been ^ 
raised substantially from the roughly 20% shown in the 1936 census had — 
the independents—those whoj)elongedjo_auton omous assem blies—been 
included. Black Pentecostals were urban rather than rural by a ratio of 
three to one while the ratio of urban to rural whites was only four to 
three, and “independency” was strongest in urban areas. Moreover, 
black Pentecostals generally were more firmly attached to independency 
than whites as a whole. On the Pacific Coast, for example, the 1936 
census reported only some 2,500 black Pentecostals constituting but 6% 
of all Pentecostals. But independency was the norm in southern Califor¬ 
nia, the center of the movement on the West Coast, until the mid-1920’s 
when large numbers of whites were gathered into the Foursquare Gospel / 
Church of “Sister Aimee” and the Assemblies of God. The blacks JiowrL / 
ever, lar gely clung to au to nomous ch urches like Azusa mission^ which ^ 
never appeared in any census return. 35 

More-tha m50% of black Pentecostals were to be found in the South, 
but blacks c onstituted only 20% of all Pentecostafc 1 ^ ^ 
proportion than in the larger population. Another 28% of all black Pen¬ 
tecostals were located in the Northeast where they made up about 22% of 
the movement. The highest black to white ratio shown by the census of 
1936 was in the East North Central district, where there was nearly one 
black Pentecostal to every three whites. This reflects the success of the 
Unitarian Pentecostal Assemblies of the World and the Pentecostal As¬ 
semblies of Jesus Christ in organizing many formerly independent black 
congregations in the years between the 1926 and 1936 censuses. The ratio 
in that region is probably more representative of the actual situation else¬ 
where in the greater Northeast than is shown in the census. 36 ^ 

Black_Pentecostals everywhere were heavily urban—much more so 
than their white brethren. In the Northeast and on the West Coast, more 
than nine in ten blacks resided in cities, and eve n in the South , where 
white Pentecostals were rural by a ratio of ten to seven, blacks were 
urban by ten to six. 37 

Mexicans were present at Azusa mission at an early date, and they\ 
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oon initiated missions of their own. Within a decade, Pentecostal 
preachers of Hispanic extraction like Francisco Olazabal, Frank Ortiz, 
and J. F. Lugo together with non-Hispanics like John Preston, Alice 
Luce, and “Brother” Murcutt had firmly planted Pentecost among the 
“floating population” of migrant Mexicans in many cities and towns from 
San JoseJqXosAngeles to San Diego and throughouLtheoutlyingTarm 
valleys /By 1925 a Bible school was opened at San Diego primarilyfqr 
preparingjSpanish-speaking Pentecostals to minister tqjheir^people^ere 
and abroad. 38 

y _Not only in California, but all along the Mexican-American border, 

ancTespecially in Texas, Mexicans were swept into the Pentecostal move¬ 
ment. Oscar Nelson was not alone among the Pentecostal preachers who 
encountered a rebuff from non-Hispanics in the region and thereafter con¬ 
centrated on reaching the Spanish-speaking populace. Recalling his shift 
in focus, Nelson wrote, “The Lord told us, ‘The white people have 
rejected the gospel and I will turn to the Mexicans.’ ” 39 

Some of thos e promin en t in the work among peoples of Hispanic ex¬ 
traction in California assisted-alse-in-establishing'the work in Texas. A 
few early pioneers like Joseph Roselli and M. M. Pinson had some suc¬ 
cess among Mexicans in cities like Houston and the nearby town of 
Pasadena (where by 1916 it was reported that “nearly all the Mexicans 
here at Pasadena have the Holy Spirit now. . . .”) and in San Antonio, 
Angleton and elsewhere. 40 

Perhaps the most outstanding leader of the movement among Mexicans 
in Texas, however, was4L~C.JBalL Prepared by his work in Methodist 
missions with these people before his conversion to Pentecostalism, Ball 
held his first revival in the obscure town of Ricardo in southeast Texas in 
the summer of 1915. Within a year he had established his headquarters in 
Kingsville where he had a thriving congregation, opened a short-term 
Bible school and began publishing a periodical, La Luz Apostolica, and 
Spanish language hymnals, tracts, and pamphlets. 41 

By the fall of 1917 the Assemblies of God alone, of which Ball was a 
member, had established Mexican congregations in fifteen Texas towns 
and cities. At their 1919 General Council, the Assemblies set aside a 
special fund for the Mexican work. The Fourth Annual Mexican Conven¬ 
tion of that denomination in Dallas in 1922 reported an estimated fifty as¬ 
semblies with a total of some 1,500 members. Since the census of 1926 
showed the Assemblies of God with 3,800 constituents in Texas, at least 
two of every five of its members there were Mexicans. By 1925, the As- 
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semblies had established a more permanent, long-term Bible school at 
San Antonio for training Mexican preachers, many of whom had “come 
from the cotton fields” with little or no education. 42 

While numbers of Mexicans were found in the Houston-Galveston, 
Fort Worth-Dallas, and San Antonio areas, the Assemblies of God work 
in Texas was most heavily concentrated in the smaller cities and towns j 
along the Mexican border; towns like Brownsville, San Benito, Odem, nJ 
Mercedes, Mission, and Rio Grande City. In the counties in which these 
towns were located, Mexicans moved frequently back and forth across 
the border and consistently made up more than a third of the popula¬ 
tion. 43 

In 1929 the Assemblies of God organized a Latin American District 
Council, which included primarily Mexican-Americans in Texas and Cal¬ 
ifornia. In the same regions Mexican Pentecostals of Unitarian faith j 
founded the Apostolic Assembly of the Faith in Jesus Christ at least as^ 
early as 1916. More orthodox Mexican believers established the Iglesia 
Santos Pentecostales; others were organized into the Church of God 
(Cleveland, Tennessee), and no doubt there were still other Mexican mis¬ 
sions, churches, and fellowships. 44 

Thej^mcanJndiaiLxhief who found the Pentecostal experience dur¬ 
ing Parham’s Galena revival of 1903 was but one of the first of many In¬ 
dians to embrace the new movement. Mrs. Woodworth-Etter drew many 
Indians to her meetings in Petoskey, Michigan, and Sioux City, Iowa, 
and had a revival on a reservation near Winnebago, Nebraska. Numbers 
of Osage Indians frequented Mrs. McPherson’s meetings at Wichita in 
the spring of 1922. By the late 1920’s the Assemblies of God had a thriv¬ 
ing work among Indians drawn from at least twelve different tribes in 
northern California and in Oregon. 45 

Scandinavians were won to the movement during the early years, not 
only in Minnesota and the Dakotas, but also in Los Angeles, Portland, 
Oregon, Chicago, and New York City. Conventions of Scandinavian 
Pentecostals were held even in Boston and in Hartford, Connecticut, at 
least as early as 1914. Many, perhaps most, Scandinavians, however, 
steadfastly resisted “organization,” making it difficult to estimate even 
remotely the real dimensions of the work among them. A similar attitude 
tended also to prevail among German-American Pentecostals, but some 
measure of their strength is suggested by the organization of a German 
District Council within the Assemblies of God as early as 1922, the first 
foreign-language branch established by this group. 46 
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The Pentecostal movement had considerable success among recent im¬ 
migrants from the rural-agrarian regions of southern Italy in cities like 
Chicago, New York, Buffalo, Philadelphia, St. Louis, and Providence, 
Rhode Island. By the end of the 1920’s there were more than two 
hundred Italian Pentecostal assemblies in the nation. 47 

Reports of “the Spirit falling upon Serbs and Croats” in Granite City, 
Illinois, and on Hungarians in Ecorse, Michigan, and of the establishment 
of Russian missions in Los Angeles and New York City were but slight 
indications of the success of the Pentecostal movement among Americans 
of Slavic extraction. By the early 1930’s the (Tomlinson) Church of God 
was publishing literature in Russian, Ukrainian, and Polish; and this 
group had only a fraction of the Northern urban constituency of either the 
Assemblies of God or the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee). The 
Scranton church of the Assemblies of God had some fourteen or fifteen 
different nationalities, including many Slavs, represented in its congrega¬ 
tion of anthracite miners, and it became the mother church of many other 
assemblies in the Lackawana Valley. J. Roswell Flower and his wife, 
who pastored the Scranton church, were careful to teach their children to 
“show no partiality in their relationships with different nationalities,” 
and to be “especially diligent to raise no racial barriers.” 48 

In his study, One Thousand City Churches , during the mid-1920’s, the 
sociologist H. Paul Douglass observed a preponderance of Scandinavian 
working-class people in a Pentecostal “Church of the Elect” in a “west¬ 
ern city”; of “refugees from the Ozarks” in a Pentecostal mission lo¬ 
cated in the “blighted area” of a Midwestern city; and of rural migrants 
in a hall situated in the midst of a predominantly Negro and Jewish sec- 
^tion of “a Massachusetts city.” 49 

In no other city did the Pentecostal movement achieve greater success 
m the early years than Chicago. As early as July 1906 several Holiness 
missions in Chicago, on hearing of the Los Angeles revival, began to 
pray for a similar “outpouring of the gifts of the Spirit” in their own 
city. In the summer and fall of that year bands of workers from Azusa 
mission and from Parham’s Apostolic Faith group introduced the Pen¬ 
tecostal message in Zion City, just north of Chicago, and in Chicago it¬ 
self. In Zion City, Dowie had only recently come under fire for his han¬ 
dling of funds and his alleged bigamy, and was battling with his former 
assistant, Voliva, for leadership. Parham entered the fray and succeeded 
in making deep inroads among Dowie’s followers. Out of the Dowie 
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movement came a host of zealous Pentecostal converts who joined with 
those from Los Angeles and the lower Midwest in planting the movement 
among Holiness people in Chicago and beyond. 50 

The members of John C. Sinclair’s Holiness mission in Chicago heard 
of the Los Angeles revival in the summer of 1906 and accepted the new 
gospel soon after a band of workers from Azusa mission visited them in 
August. Sinclair found the Pentecostal experience in November and pro¬ 
pagated the new message in various missions of the city. William H. 
Durham, pastor of a Holiness mission on North Avenue, went to visit 
Azusa mission after talking with Sinclair, and found the Pentecostal expe¬ 
rience there early in 1907. He returned to make the North Avenue Mis¬ 
sion a leading center of the work in Chicago. In the spring of 1907, 
William H. Piper, pastor of the Stone Church, accepted the new move¬ 
ment and still another Pentecostal lighthouse was established in the 
city. 51 ^ 

A group of Pe rsians from^ Ihe Moody church” were won to the move-/* 
ment sometime (luring the spring of 1907. Finding their home church ^ 
unreceptive to the new gospel, they joined Durham’s mission for a while 
and then left to open a mission of their own under the leadership of 
Andrew Urshan, a former student at the Moody Bible Institute. 52 

Italians of Holiness persuasion who had been holding meetings in one 
another’s homes for several years began attending Durham’s church at 
about the same time. They, too, with Durham’s encouragement, opened a 
work of their own under the leadership of Louis Franciscon. The Con- 
gregazione Christiana of Chicago became the mother church of other Ital¬ 
ian Pentecostal assemblies not only in Chicago and elsewhere in 
America, but in Italy and Latin America as well. 53 

F. A. Sandgren, a Norwegian elder in Durham’s mission, used his 
Scandinavian religious periodical, Folke Vennen (People’s Friend), to 
spread the Pentecostal tidings among its Holiness subscribers in Chicago 
and the upper Midwest. By the end of 1909 there were several Swedish, 
Norwegian, and Danish Pentecostal missions in Chicago. Soon after, sev¬ 
eral German missions were opened. 54 

In May of 1908, the Pentecostal evangelist A. H. Argue reported some 
thirteen or fourteen missions proclaiming the Pentecostal gospel inXhfe>- 
cago. A list of “principal” Pentecostal assemblies in that city published 
in th t Pentecostal Herald in 1917 showed 18 missions, including 3 Ger¬ 
man, 3 Scandinavian, 1 Persian, and 1 “Mission to the Jews.” But this 
list included only 1 black and no Italian assemblies, both of which were 
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numerous in the city. By 1920, the same periodical claimed there were 25 
to 30 Pentecostal congregations in Chicago, which made it “the_greal£§t 
Pent ecost al center in the world.” This too was certainly an underesti¬ 
mate. 55 


The census of 1926 showed 28 Pentecostal assemblies with a total 
membership of 2,720 in Chicago, 90% of whom were black; the 1936 
census reported 39 with 3,950 members, of whom only 33% were black. 
In neither census did the figures even approximate the real number of 
Pentecostal churches and believers. The 1936 census listed only 17 black 
Pentecostal assemblies in Chicago, but a 1928 study showed at least 45 in 
that city, and there were probably some black Pentecostal congregations 
among the 25 “other” Negro churches listed in that study. In any event, 
the 45 alone constituted no less than 1 in 6 of all Negro congregations of 
all faiths in Chicago. 56 


Several students of religion attended white Pentecostal meetings in 
Chicago in the early years. All observed a high proportion of im¬ 
migrants—especially Italians, Scandinavians, and Germans—and all 
agreed on the generally low socio-economic status of those in atten¬ 
dance. 57 - " - 


In New York City, news of the Los Angeles revival was discussed in 
the Christian and Missionary Alliance rest home where Thomas Barratt 
was awaiting passage home to Norway. Barratt became a seeker and cor¬ 
responded with the Azusa Street mission. In November, Barratt met Mrs. 
Lucy Leatherman, the wife of a doctor who had visited Parham’s Topeka 
school some half dozen years earlier. She had recently come from Azusa 
mission and was on her way to Jerusalem as a Pentecostal missionary. 
Mrs. Leatherman invited Barratt to attend a Holiness mission where a 
woman who had recently found the Pentecostal experience in Canada was 
conducting services. In this “place of no reputation” at 250 West 14th 
Street, the “Spirit fell” on several, and Barratt first spoke in tongues as 
Mrs. Leatherman and “a Norwegian brother” laid hands on him. The 
mission leaders, however, apparently rejected the new movement, since 
from then on the Pentecostal believers began attending the Union Holi¬ 
ness Mission at 351 West 40th Street. 58 

Several teams of missionaries from Azusa mission en route to the 
foreign field converged on that small, black Holiness mission in late 
November and early December of 1906. A number of converts were won, 
not only from among the predominantly “poor and uneducated class” of 
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blacks and whites whcMjiade-up-theJ).ulk_pf the congregation, but also 
from the few “pepjsle of refi nement and culture ’’jn attendance. Follow¬ 
ing the departure on December~8 of Barratt ancfalT the Pentecostal mis¬ 
sionaries except Mrs. Leatherman, however, the mission returned to its 
former “dead condition.” 59 

Mrs. Leatherman wrote Charles Parham in Zion City asking for some¬ 
one to come and establish the work in New York City. Parham sent 
Marie Burgess, who had been won from “Dowie-ism” to Pentecostalism 
during house meetings conducted by Parham’s advance workers in Octo¬ 
ber of 1906. Armed with several weeks’ experience in preaching the new 
gospel in Holiness missions and churches in Chicago, Detroit, and To¬ 
ledo, Miss Burgess arrived in New York City with a co-worker. Miss Jes¬ 
sie Brown, early in January 1907. 60 

On their first visit to the 40th Street mission, the two women found 
more preachers on the platform than worshippers in the seats. One of 
those present was “Brother” Boyle, the owner of a lumber business and 
an active Alliance worker. Boyle prevailed upon the somewhat skeptical 
black pastor, Elder Sturdevant, to let the women hold a series of meet¬ 
ings, promising to fill the hall with his acquaintances in Alliance and 
other Holiness missions. After two or three weeks of packed meetings, 
Sturdevant decided against the new movement and asked Miss Burgess 
and her assistant to leave. 61 

For several months the work continued in house meetings among a 
small group of loyal converts. In March or April Parham came East and 
held a two weeks’ campaign in the Volunteers of America mission on 
West 42nd Street, adding some of their number to the growing ranks of 
Miss Burgess’s flock. In May the group opened a store-front mission at 
416 West 42nd Street under the name “Glad Tidings Hall—Apostolic 
Faith Mission” with 96 folding chairs, and a portable organ provided by 
Robert A. Brown, the Wesleyan Methodist preacher who later married 
Miss Burgess. At the first service two derelict alcoholics were conver¬ 
ted. 62 

Within a few months the assembly moved down the block to the Vol¬ 
unteers’ hall at 454 West 42nd Street, whose officials remarked. “You 
might as well have our place. . . . You take all the people and we don’t 
have anybody to come anymore.” By 1913 remodeling expanded the 
seating capacity from 175 to 300. As in Chicago and elsewhere, numbers 
of immigrants were attracted to the new movement, and foreign language 
services were held weekly in German and in Norwegian occasionally. By 
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1922 Glad Tidings was the leading Pentecostal assembly in the East and 
had spawned at least nine other missions in the greater New York area, 
including three Russian, two Italian, and several Scandinavian and Ger¬ 
man assemblies. During the 1920’s, Glad Tidings established a children’s 
mission in Chinatown and a summer camp at Beacon, New York, pur¬ 
chased a Baptist church on West 33rd Street, and began broadcasting its 
services on radio. 63 

During the earliest years several Pentecostal missions were established 
independently of Glad Tidings. A mission on 38th Street near 7th Avenue 
under the leadership of Mrs. Maud Haycraft, the Free Gospel Church in 
Queens, and no doubt other Holiness assemblies accepted the Pentecostal 
gospel. In May of 1908 a handful of Pentecostals opened a mission in the 
notorious San Juan Hill district at 227 West 61st Street. In the fall of 
1911 a Swedish Apostolic Faith mission was opened at 211 East 51st 
Street in the equally notorious prostitution center of the city known as the 
“Tenderloin.” 64 

The origins of the movement among New York’s black populace are 
obscure, but the work received impetus with the arrival of Bishop R. C. 
Lawson in the city in 1917. Preaching at first on street comers and in 
house meetings, Lawson soon opened the Refuge Church of Christ of the 
Apostolic Faith in the heart of Harlem at 52-56 West 133rd Street. 
Within a few years Lawson and his associates had planted a dozen or 
more branches throughout the city. By the early 1920’s at least a half 
dozen black Pentecostal missions of various affiliations or none at all 
studded Harlem from 131st to 133rd Street. 6S 

The Pentecostal movement made substantial headway among new¬ 
comers in Brooklyn’s “Little Norway,” an area centering on lower 7th 
Avenue. Several independent Holiness missions were swept into the new 
movement in the earliest years. By the mid-1920’s, Scandinavian Pen¬ 
tecostal missions like Ebenezer Tabernacle, Salem Gospel Tabernacle, 
the Evangelical Mission, and the Carroll Street Mission had sprung up in 
south Brooklyn, and at least two on the north shore of Staten Island. 66 

An Italian Pentecostal assembly was founded in the city as early as 
1908, and the work grew rapidly among this ethnic group in Manhattan’s 

Little Italy,” in the Coney Island area, and on the north shore of Staten 
Island. 67 

The census of 1936 reported sixty-six Pentecostal congregations in 
New York City, eighteen of which are identifiable as black (Lawson’s 
churches were not included), fourteen as Italian, the rest of undetermined 
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ethnic composition. It is clear from the reports of the New York City 
work in Pentecostal periodicals and from discussions \^ith_Pentecostal 
leaders, however, that nearly all Pentecostal assemblies did have a dis¬ 
tinct ethnic character (most still do). Often, reference was made to con¬ 
gregations in terms of their ethnic character, the most frequent being 
“colored,” and then, in order of decreasing frequency, Italian, Nor¬ 
wegian, German, Russian, and Greek. Altho ugh Spanish-speaking Pe n- 
tecostal churches mushroomed JnJhecity during the 1930’s, there were 
very few before that period- 63 - 


/ 

/ 


he rural-agrarian origins and the new conditions of life in urban areas 

shared by old-stock Americans, black and white, and by recent im=_ 

migrants from abroad were important, perhaps essential, in predisposing 
some to th e Penteco stal movement. Yet, since only a relatively small 
proportion of these new^urbafr-ffiasse^were won to the movement, other 
factors must have been equally important. Ch ief among these w as the r 
general religi ous background and orientation of those who became Pe n- 
tecostal_s_, 

Native-born American converts to Pentecostalism were overwhelmingly ^ 
SouthenTIh either residence or background, and it was in the South that 
the revivalistic-pietistic tradition, of which Pentecostalism was but the 
most recent expression, continued most strongly into the early 20th cen¬ 
tury. While liberal theology, socialized religion and ecumenicism were t 
emerging as major trends in American Protestantism in the nation as a 
whole, the SouUij^slsted-these4Fends-more“Stronuously and-suceessfuj]y_ 
than any other region except the rural Midwest. 69 

Liberal theology made but slight headway among Southern Baptists 
and Methodists, who together constituted 90% of all church members in 
the South. The extremely modest educational requirements for licensing 
and ordination precluded the liberalization which exposure to higher edu¬ 
cation was having on Northern churchmen. There was in the South a high 
degree of religious solidarity based on a common commitment to conser¬ 
vative 19th-century orthodoxy, and the few “modernist” seminarians 
who challenged that commitment found themselves an ostracized minor¬ 
ity. Thus, the Fundamentalist controversy had but slight impact upon 
Southern Baptists, Methodists, and Presbyterians, unlike its divisive ef- 
v fects on Northern denominations. 70 

^4 The Southern version of the social gospel t ended to be expresse d in 
legal battles ToTinpos^putatTvely" religious standards uponsociety as a 
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whole. Prohibition by local option throughout most of the region long 
before the ratification of the 18th Amendment was one evidence of this. 
The adoption of laws restricting the teaching of evolution in public 
schools by seven Southern states was another. 71 

General consensus on conservative theology and cooperation in cru¬ 
sades to Christianize society by statute, however, hardly implied organi¬ 
zational unity or even amity among Protestant communions of the South. 
Unlike the North, where ecumenicism and merger were characteristic, the 
normal pattern of inter-church relations in the South was competition and 



again like their Northern counterparts, were becoming defenders of the 
status quo, the spokesmen for the burgeoning bourgeoisie of the New 
South. The effect of this, as elsewhere, wa s to drive the working cla sses 
outo f the chur ches. 75 

The greater strength of the revivalistic-pietistic tradition among the 
masses of the South and Midwest, and the increasing departure from that 
tradition on the part of the major mainline denominations played an im¬ 
portant role in the rise of the Pentecostal movement in those areas. It also 
helps explain the attraction of the movement for migrants from those 
regions in the urban centers of the North and Far West. Pentecostalism 
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perpetu ated the still-ex tant features jaf ma instream rural Pr otestantism in 
the SoutFlind Midwest^fundamentalism, puritanism and sectarianism— 
and revived and intensified overtly emotional revivalism, once prevalent 
but by the turn of the century undergoing eclipse. 

As for the religious orientation of new immigrant Pentecostal converts, 
some, like the foreign-born leaders in our sample, had been affected by 
the Holiness movements in their homelands. Many of the Norwegian 
Pentecostals of south Brooklyn and Staten Island, for example, had come 
from the extreme southwest comer of Norway, a kind of “burnt-over” 
district whose frenetic religious history has been likened to that of south¬ 
ern California. 76 Some Italian Pentecostals had been Waldensians, Pres¬ 
byterians, or Holiness believers before their conversion to Pen- 
tecostalism, yet most came directly from Roman Catholicism. There may 
be, however, more than a little substance to one Italian-American Pen¬ 
tecostal’s statement that, “Having been accustomed to believing in mira¬ 
cles as former Roman Catholics, it was not difficult for the people to ac¬ 
cept the truths of Pentecost and Divine Healing.” 77 Similar beliefs in 
miraculous religion were prevalent among Harle m’s blacks 78 j wjiere-the 
Pentecostal movement met with much success. As for American Indians 
converts to the movement, the Ghost Dance religion that swept the Plains 
Indians in the late 19th century was characterized by ecstatic expressions 
and ultrasupernaturalistic beliefs having more than a little resemblance to 

Pentecostalism. 79 - 

J It would be a mistake to claim too much from such fragmentary evi¬ 
dence. Ye Lmost Pentecostal conv erts came fro m peasan t-mot^ and it 
may well jy th at those whose religious heritage^was-other-tf ian tlia rof 
evangelical-pietisHcTrgtestmitismj^re^ preHIspo seilio-Pentecostalism. by 
the my stical,su per natural, even animistic and m ag ic aljio t ionsoommo n 
to those who live close to the soil 80 ' 


Like the apostles and prophets whom he followed, the^typieaLPen- 
tecostal believer cameJ^rom^ural^grarian beginnings. If he remained on 
the land it was likely to be in dying agrarian regions like Appalachia and 
the Ozarks, where he tumbled from subsistence farmer to tenant, cropper 
or migrant farmhand. Sometimes he moved on to nearby mill, mine, and 
oil towns. More often, he left the ploughed fields and dusty villages of 
his youth, whether here or abroad, to wander into the jumbled ghettos of 
the nation’s inner cities, turning his hands to tasks he considered inferior 
to farming. Whether rural or urban in habitat, the typical Pentecostal 
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found himself in straitened circumstances, and relegated to a social posi¬ 
tion lower than his forebears. If he was a member of a racial or ethnic mi¬ 
nority group, as was often the case, he was held in still lower esteem. 
f Mobility and marginality, both spatial and social, were as characteristic 
^ \ of the Pentecostal faithful as of their shepherds. As ruralite the Pentecos¬ 
tal was a tiller of marginal soils in the last isolated pockets of the old 
frontier—a member of a depressed agrarian proletariat. As urbanite he 
lived in deteriorating neighborhoods along the new urban frontier—a 
member of a struggling industrial proletariat. In either case, he stood out¬ 
side or on the fringes of mainstream middle-class white Anglo-Saxon 
totestant society. 

Economically, socially, culturally, and even physically displaced and 
deprived, the convert to Pentecostalism often found in this new-old ver¬ 
sion of Christianity an ideological and emotional affinity to his religious 
heritage, broadly^pnceivedr-iThe world-view of Pentecostalism was 
wHoIefy-xOngehiaT to the supematuralistic cast of mind acquired in his 
youth, and brought clarity and meaning to his disoriented social circum¬ 
stances. He found in Pentecostalism the marginal religion that expressed 
and-dignifi ed his marg inality, but also contained some potential for as¬ 
similation into the-coi^ulture. In the ecstasy of “the Baptism” he gave 
symbolic expression to his social experience; the dissociation and disor¬ 
ganization of his psychic and physical mechanisms constituted a reflec¬ 
tion of the chaotic, disorganized social world in which he lived, and also 
a cathartic mode of accommodation to that world. Moreover, in the 
unrestrained atmosphere of Pentecostal worship, the distinctions and pre¬ 
judices encountered in the larger culture were often swept away, giving 
birth to a new sense of community and a new sense of status. 





VIII 


Proscription and Abatement of the Revival 


The Pentecostal revival reached a crest in 1907, began to lose its force 
in the following two or three years, and passed into relative obscurit y 
soon after. Except for a brief period following World War I when Aimee 
McPherson drew national attention to the movement, it remained a little- 
known oddity outside the mainstream of American religious life until its 
sudden resurgence during the Depression of the 1930’s. 

That the revival was shortly followed by a long period of subsidence is 
evident. In all accounts of the Pentecostal movement, the theme of re¬ 
vival drops out after the first few years and is replaced by that of internal 
dissension and institutionalization. The only subsequent revivals were 
those of Bosworth and Mrs. Woodworth-Etter in Dallas in 1912, and of 
“Sister Aimee” across the nation from about 1918—1921. 1 While the 
movement continued to grow after the initial revival, it did so at a slower 
rate. The growth shown in statistics during the second and third decades 
of the century was more apparent than real, since much of it reflected the 
absorption of formerly independent congregations by Pentecostal denomi¬ 
nations or represented the initial reporting of groups existing from the 
early years. 

As early as the spring of 1909, Frank Bartleman complained of the 
declining spirituality of the Los Angeles saints, including those at Azusa 
mission. The Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) ran a weekly series 
in its official periodical in early 1914 under the caption, “Pray for a 
Greater Outpouring of the Spirit and World-Wide Revival,” which re¬ 
flected that denomination’s concern for the waning of the movement. The 
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Assemblies of God, a year after the establishment of its headquarters in 
St. Louis in 1915, morosely reported that “the Message of Pentecost has 
made practically no impression upon the minds of the people of St. Louis 
as a whole.’' In the same year, Frank Bartleman sorrowfully wrote in the 
Assemblies of God periodical that “the ‘seven years of famine’ seem to 
have already set in.’’ “Another outpouring of the Spirit of God,’’ said 
fte editor of the Weekly Evangel in 1917, “is greatly needed.’’ 2 
V^Frequent exhortations to pray for revival studded the pages of Pen¬ 
tecostal periodicals throughout the 1920’s. The cry “Back to Pentecost,” 
^coupledfwith lamentations over the decline of the movement, was a domi¬ 
nant theme of numerous articles. George F. Taylor, prominent Pentecos¬ 
tal Holiness Church leader, was calling for a “much needed revival” in 
1920. At the height of her career in the early 1920’s “Sister Aimee” 
lamented the sad state of Pentecostals in Los Angeles, Chicago, and Bal¬ 
timore. In 1925, the Pentecostal Evangel ruefully reported that, 
“Hundreds of evangelists during the past dozen years have given up.” A 
speaker at the 1927 meeting of the Assemblies’ Council declared, “A 
plague has broken out in the Pentecostal ranks ... a declension, a going 
back from God.” The remarks of others at the same convention ran in a 
similar vein. Looking back, it seemed to the editor of the Latter Rain 
Evangel that “in the 1920’s Pentecostals began to say in their hearts, ‘My 
Lprd delayeth his coming.’ ” and acted accordingly. 3 
j The Pentecostal movement seemed a passing fad to many non-Pen- 
tjecostals. Before many years after the revival of 1906-08, references to 
“Pentecost,” “Pentecostal services,” and even “the Baptism of the 
Hol^Ghost according to Acts 2:4” were found in Holiness literature, 
with no^entionjrfspK^m The absence of any concern to 

avoid the use of wordslmd^phrases that may haveJdentified-thena with the 
Pentecostals reflected their belief th^t the “Tongues Movementas Ho¬ 
liness people called it, was already a^dead issue. 4 

In the earliest years, the Pentecostal movement received considerable 
publicity in the secular press, but the novelty wore off. Soon, mention of 
it was limited to brief notices in the back pages of newspapers exposing 
the discreditable features of the movement: civil suits over all-night Pen¬ 
tecostal meetings; legal and sometimes physical battles between Pentecos¬ 
tals for the control of church titles and property; and the involvement of 
Pentecostals in crimes and immoralities that they justified on religious 
grounds. Lumped together indiscriminately with other, non-Pentecostal, 



PROSCRIPTION AND ABATEMENT OF THE REVIVAL 


139 


extremists, the Pentecostals were dismissed with ridicul^ as-ilHaly_Rol- 
lers,” an epithet they much resen ted. 5 _ _ 

The waning of the Pentecostal revival can be attributed in part to the 
natural decline of zeal following in the wake of all revivals. Yet, as com¬ 
pared with other revivals in American history, which lasted for the better 
part of a decade or more, the subsidence of Pentecostal enthusiasm came 
rather early. 

Sudden and profound disillusion befell the Pen tecostals with the col^ 
lapse of iheir to pes tor rapid w MldZevangelizatio^In the earlier months 
of the revival scores of missionaries embarked for foreign fields expecting 
to preach the gospel in the languages of the natives by means of the gift 
of tongues. A very few missionaries claimed to have done so, but most 
were forced to admit failure. Some of these, believing they had been 
decieved by Satan, left the movement altogether, others were greatly dis¬ 
heartened. Nearly all had gone out ‘‘on faith,” and once arriving on the 
mission fields with no means of support wandered into established mis¬ 
sion stations where they were given their fare home. Some were able to 
secure support by correspondence with Pentecostals in the States, and 
stayed on to learn the language and establish mission stations of their 
own. Yet these early Pentecostal missionaries, on the whole, were inef¬ 
fectual and often disruptive not only of the work of the established de¬ 
nominational missions, but of one another's work as well. J. H. King's 
comments on returning from a world tour of Pentecostal missions in 
1910-12 represented a viewpoint that soon came to be accepted by many 
influential Pentecostals: 



The vast majority of Pentecostal missionaries that went out on this line [i.e., 
“on faith”] from 1907 to 1912 have proven failures, and their work is lost. I 
followed in their tracks and found it so. Yea, I found some to be real 
destroyers of God’s work in foreign fields. Still others I found to be frauds. 


deceiving the people in the homeland by misrepresentation in order to secure 
su PPOrt - 6 j)J« 

The rapid ^aning of the_Pentecostal revival was also in part a conse¬ 


quence of the movement's failure to attract or produ ce ^dominant le ader 
who might have dir ected the raw religiou s impulse^of the revival into 
more durable channels. Pentecostals have taken great pride in the fact that 
their movement was not the work of any single outstanding^ leader, frdih 
which they conclude it must have been entirely suj5ernatural in origin . 7 ) 



140 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


lilt 


& 


Parham, of course, may quite properly be regarded as the founder of the 
Pentecostal movement, and there were other prominent leaders as well. 
But, because of the intensely individualistic and cliquish bent of those 
who believed themselves “led of the Spirit,” and because of the me¬ 
diocre character of the leaders, none was able to command the loyalties 
of American Pentecostals in the way Barratt, for example, commanded 
those of Norwegian Pentecostals. 

Parha m, th e logical man to assume preeminence, was initially recog¬ 
nized as “Founder and Projector” of the movement in the Midwest and 
on the Pacific Coast. But sometime in the late fall of 1906 Parham “fell 
into an awful sin,” and was indicted by the civil authorities in Texas. Al¬ 
though the charges against him were dropped, the incident had a demora¬ 
lizing effect on the movement, especially in Oklahoma and Texas, where 
nearly all the workers left the field. The Azusa mission published a repu¬ 
diation of Parham as early as December of 1906 (though with no mention 
of the real charges against him). In April of 1909 Parham’s chief disciple, 
Howard Goss, and several other Pentecostals in Texas were able to 
reorganize the movement only after officially renouncing all connection 
with Parham. Within a few years Parham’s name became anathema 
among Pentecostals nearly everywhere except in the Tri-State District 
where he had first established the movement. 8 

Seymour attempted to fill the void left b y Parh a m’s “fa lLT and organ- 
ized-the-Faeiftc'Coasr7Vpost6lic Faith Movement under his own leader¬ 
ship. But he alienated all but those in his own A^us^Street mission when 
he built a thtxmeJbiLhimself_andJqok^an ^northodox^ppsition on the 
doctrinroTsanctification. Florence Craw ford ,^hargmg^ that Seymour had 
rejected sanctification as a second act of grace, broke with his organiza¬ 
tion, taking the Pacific Northwest wing of the movement with her. 9 

Several others, like William H. Durham and Eudorus N. Bell, were 
precluded from ascendancy over the movement because of their associa¬ 
tion with doctrines considered heretical by the bulk of Pentecostals. A. J. 
Tomlinson’s efforts to gather the movement into his Church of God were 
unsuccessful largely because of his autocratic manner and his contention 
that his was the only “true church.” G. B. Cashwell, the principal initia¬ 
tor of the movement in the Southeast, renounced Pentecostalism and re¬ 
turned to the Methodist Church in 1909. 10 

^Terhaps most important in cutting short the initial dynamic phase of the 
(Pentecostal revival was the near-unanimous oppositi on of the Christian 
c^munity. Unlike most revivals, whichare greeted'wlth enthusiasm and 
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only later spurned, the Pentecostal movement was resisted from the 

beginning. _ 

__JJbe old-line denominations were little affected by the Pentecostal 
movement. Unlike the Holiness and Fundamentalist movements, the Pent ^ ) 
tecostal movement did not begin within the denominations, nor did it 
succeed in penetrating them. (The movement did attract numbers of 
church members, but there was never a major bolt from any denomina¬ 
tion, nor was there an identifiable Pentecostal faction within any.JSiich^ 
losses as were suffered by the denominations were often looked upon as V 
beneficial. Denominational ministers tended to regard the Pentecostar ~ 
movement as a convenient means-for draining off the undesirable 
members of their^ngmgatLons^ Bitterly condemning the Church of God, 
a Southern Baptist spokesman, for example, said, “most of the folks who 
belong to this cult have been turned out of the churches. Not all, but most 
all. Those who have gone from our churches to walk this road of heresy 
have been worthless to the churches when they belonged.” 11 

The major impact of the new movement was felt in the Holiness fel- 
lowships, and it was-there that the^Pen tecosta l s~found~theif stiffest resis- $) 
tance. The first issue of Azusa mission’s Apostolic Faith said, “Many — 
churches have been praying for Pentecost and Pentecost has come. The 
question is now, will they accept it?” A negative answer had already 
been given by some when this was printed, and would soon be given by 
others. 12 

At a camp meeting of the South California Holiness Association in the 
summer of 1906 the executive committee ruled against advocating or 
practicing speaking in tongues on the camp grounds. The Holiness 
Church of Southern California took an early stand against the movement, 
forcing pro-Pentecostals like Pendleton and most of his congregation out 
of their churches. In a short time clergymen of other Holiness groups, 
like the Pillar of Fire, Peniel Missions, and the Pentecostal Church of the 
Nazarene, who accepted the Pentecostal message were^-brou ght to tri al 
and evicted from their posts. 13 Frank Bartleman was chased off the Meth¬ 
odist Episcopal camp grounds in Huntington Park for distributing Pen¬ 
tecostal tracts. What W. C. Dumble, correspondent for the Holiness peri¬ 
odical Way of Faith , said of the Pentecostal movement in Los Angeles 
could soon be said of it across the country. 



A similar gracious work of the Spirit to that in Wales is in progress here. But 
while that is mostly in the churches, this is outside. The churches will not 
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have it, or up to the present have stood aloof in a critical and condemnatory 
spirit. 14 

When Bartleman set forth once again to tour the country in 1908, 
stopping at many of the same places he had visited the previous year, he 
found a different reception. “It was,” he said, “a harder fought battle 
than the year before.” Bartleman met opposition at prayer conventions in 
Grand Rapids, Michigan, and Willmore, Kentucky, was forbidden to 
preach at the Christian and Missionary Alliance convention on the Old 
Orchard, Maine, camp grounds, and “greatly resisted” at the Nyack in¬ 
stitute. At the Alliance church in Beaver Falls, Pennsylvania, “all hell 
was moved to oppose i t [the Pente costal message].” 15 

The-earHesTreports of the Azusa revival in the Holiness press warned^ 
against being deceived by Satanic counterfeits of the expected “Latter ) 
Jtain,” and called for cautious neutrality before either accepting or-reject^ 
Tng tKe new-movement -In short order, however, more and more Holiness 
people came to accept the view held by those in California at a very early 
date: the “tongues movement” was “of the Devil.” 16 

Holiness spokesmen who had been the mentors and idols of Pentecos- 
tals denounced the new movement with undisguised animosity. This was 
especially true of those Holiness leaders who were associated with the 
emergent Fundamentalist movement. The Pentecostal Frank Ewart com¬ 
piled a collection of some of the choicer epithets hurled at the movement 
by its Holiness-Fundamentalist opponents. 

Most of the nominal churches branded it [the Pentecostal movement] as of 
the devil. The rest said emphatically, that it was not of God. ... Dr. 

' Campbell-Morgan said, “It was the last vomit of satan.” Dr. Dixon said, 

“It was wicked and adulterous.” Dr. Torrey said, “It was emphatically not 
of God, and founded by a Sodomite.” Dr. Pierson said, “It was anti-Chris¬ 
tian.” Dr. Godbey, in a book called “Tongues and Demons,” denounced it 
as “Sensual and Devilish.” . . . The difficulty is to find a man with a 
religious reputation that has not openly declared himself its enemy. 17 

Ewart’s list was by no means exhaustive. Other prominent Holiness- 
Fundamentalist leaders like H. A. Ironside, C. I. Scofield, and William 
B. Riley joined in the chorus. Even those who had taken part in the 
Welsh revival, which had served as an inspiration and model for the Pen¬ 
tecostal revival, turned against the movement. In a book written in col¬ 
laboration with Jessie Penn-Lewis, Evan Roberts charged^hat the^Pen- 
tecostal movement was a “Satanic deception” and “counterfeit” 
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masquerading “under the guise of the_ 
responsible for Hindering and checking the revival of 1904-6. In Los 
Angeles, Josep h Smale , who had seen the Welsh revival at first hand and 
left his BaptiSfpastorate to organize the New Testament Church dedicated 
to promoting a similar revival in this country, also rejected the Pentecos- 
tal movement after a period of cautious receptivity 
There were a few miniscule Holiness churches that were largely won 
over to the Pentecostal movement, but in almost every case this was ac¬ 
companied by bitter controversy and schism. The Holiness Church of 
North Carolina was riven with conflict over the new movement from the 
time that G. B. Cashwell introduced it among its membership early in 
1907 until the convention of 1908. At the final showdown four of the 
nine ministers present, including the president, A. B. Crumpler, voted 


against the Pentecostal movement am 
against the “majority^ decis i on. 1 9 /T1 


id left the organization in protest 
^ The Free Will Baptist Church was 

seriously-disrupted when about half the churches of the Cape Fear Con¬ 
ference and all those of the Wilmington and New River Conferences (all 
in the Carolinas) broke away to organize the Pentecostal Free Will Baptist ; 
Church in 1911. 20 'J?he Church of God in Christ suffered a heavy defee^ 
tienrwfien its co-leaders split over the Pentecostal movement, with C. P. 
Jones and the majority opposed, and Charles H. Mason and a substantial 
minority in favor. At the 1907 general assembly in Jackson, Mississippi, 
the Mason faction was voted out of the church and proceeded to organize 
a Pentecostal church with the same name. 21 

While most Holiness groups rejected the new movement out of hand, yf 
the Christian and Missionary Alliance delayed a decision and thereby 
gave the Pentecostals a few years during which they were able to propa¬ 
gate their message from within. A closer look at the Alliance response 
reveals the arguments used against the movement and the process of 
rejection in other Holiness groups as well. 

The Christian and Missionary Alliance was organized in 1897 as an in¬ 
terdenominational asSOCtetfon-for^ of “the higher life” and 

the support of missionary work. By 1907 the Alliance was in the process 
of transition to an independent Holiness denomination, but many of its 
adherents still held membership in the denominational churches. Because 
of its inter-denominational character, matters of doctrine, organization, 
and authority were undefined, the Alliance being held together only by an 
informal agreement on A. B. Simpson’s Fourfold Gospel. The loose as- 
sociationist structure of the Alliance left many, perhaps most, affiliated /■ 


1 } 



144 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


churches virtually autonomous—a condition which goes far toward ex¬ 
plaining their difficulty in adopting a firm position on the Pentecostal 
movement. 22 

Revival had already broken out at the Alliance’s Bible and Missionary 
Training Institute at Nyack, New York, when news of the Azusa Street 
revival was first received. Reports of people speaking in tongues in Los 
Angeles seemed a fulfillment of the promised restoration of the gifts of 
the Spirit which Simpson and the faculty at Nyack had led the students to 
expect. 23 

The new movement penetrated the Alliance first in Chicago, where the 
district superintendent, William T. MacArthur, characterized it initially 
as “a mixture of good and evil.” But he soon found little to praise in it. 
“The door is . . . thrown wide open to fanaticism,” wrote MacArthur; 
“minds have broken down under the strain and several sent to insane 
asylums.” 24 

A. B. Simpson, in a cover editorial for the Alliance’s official organ, 
rejoiced that the gift of tongues was apparently being restored to the 
Church. “But,” he continued, “there have been many instances where 
the alleged gift of tongues led the subjects and the audiences into the 
wildest excesses and were accompanied with voices and actions more 
closely resembling wild animals than rational beings, impressing all un¬ 
prejudiced observers that it was the work of the devil.” And even what 
was the genuine work of the Holy Spirit, said Simpson, often “degen¬ 
erated very soon into wildfire and fanaticism.” 25 

At the May 1907 Council meeting of the Alliance at Nyack, Simpson 
expressed gratitude for a “year of revival, a year of the Holy Ghost,” but 
complained that “excess,” “error,” and “undesirable leaders” 
had “led to division, fanaticism, confusion and almost every evil 
work.” Others present, however, had no such reservations about the 
movement. George N. Eldridge, district superintendent of the West 
Central District and chairman of the Committee on Home Work 
(i.e., home missions), said, “There is a bursting out in many centers 
which is surely a visitation of God upon the earth and which may be the 
beginning of the final outpouring of the Holy Ghost which is to immedi¬ 
ately precede the coming of the Lord.” A number of Alliance ministers 
who had found the Pentecostal experience elsewhere introduced it among 
their colleagues in Nyack and New York City during the Council ses¬ 
sion. 26 

The outcome of the meeting was an agreement of “the brethren” to 
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recognize the gift of tongues as genuine when exercised in “the spirit of 
power and of a sane mind,” but to reject it when accompanied by “false 
teaching” and “wild excitement.” “False teaching,” Simpson later ex¬ 
plained, referred primarily to the dogma that the gift of tongues was the 
“only proper evidence of baptism with the Holy Ghost”—a view Simp¬ 
son declared “rash and wholly unscriptural.” 27 

These pronouncements had slight effect in stemming the Pentecostal 
tide in Alliance circles. At the annual summer camp meetings in 1907, 
which were open to all Holiness people, numbers of converts were won 
to the new movement by Alliance people who claimed the Pentecostal ex¬ 
perience and by non-Alliance Pentecostals like Bartleman and emmis- 
saries from Azusa and elsewhere. At some camps, like the Rocky Springs 
Park camp near Lancaster, Pennsylvania, where Simpson preached on 
“True and False Fire,” some restraint was exercised and relatively few 
converts were won by the Pentecostal faction. But elsewhere, as at the 
Beulah Park camp near Cleveland, Ohio, where Pentecostal champions 
like William Cramer and J. T. Boddy were among the officials and chief 
speakers, great headway was made. Among the new converts that sum¬ 
mer were John Salmon, vice president of the Alliance in Canada, D. W. 
Kerr, pastor of the Alliance Tabernacle in Dayton, Ohio, and D. W. 
Myland, pastor of the Columbus, Ohio, church. 28 

The Alliance bega n to suff er defections both from the extreme pro-Pen- 
tecostals, whcT resented a ny restraints or critic isms, on the one hand, ancL 
from the anti-Pentecostals, who refused utterly to countenance the move¬ 
ment, on the other. Simpson hesitated to move strongly in either direction 
for fear of multiplying these losses, but there could be no doubt where his 
sympathies lay. In numerous periodical articles and tracts, Simpson and 
others who shared his attitude mounted a campaign to undermine the new 
movement without rej ecting it totally. 29 

x y The sum ortheTFargument was: thp teaching that tongue-speaking was 

*the ^dnly sure sign^oFSpi rit^ Baptism was Terfpturafiy insupportable; the 
namm-gfjhgjpegc h itself and~the accompanying “manifestations” often 
indicated the operation of eitheFnatural or demoniacal forces; and the 
self-righteous and contentious spirit that led to divisions substantiated 
this. Moreover, in those few cases where speaking in tongues was consid¬ 
ered to be Spirit-inspired, the speech was declared to be the “inferior” 
and “unintelligible” tongues of I Corinthians whose purpose was private 
devotion. The “missionary tongues” of Acts, whose purpose would be 
the evangelization of the world, were yet to be restored. Finally, it was 
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argued that all public speaking ip tongues should be subjected to th e 
Pauline reslnctions listed1 LorinthiansTno more than three arej o 
speak-in tongues-duHng-an 5 r*oneTT[eetihg ' andThen in succession, and 


/ only if interpreted. Where these rules were ignored, as they were in all 
the early Pentecostal meetings, the speaking in tongues was to be rejected 
) as “notofGod’j 30 

1 lust before the convening of the 11th annual Council in March of 
„ f >908 L Sim psonkSdicated the action he hoped for when Jiejraled-the-con- 
p feMftmngtjpn nf .thp lilong ues Movement” in Germany by resolution of a 
Holiness convention in Barmen (now Wuppertal). 31 In his address to the 
Council, Simpson castigated those “seducing spirits and false teachers’ ’ who 


make special manifestations an evidence of the baptism of the Holy Ghost, 
giving to them the name of Pentecost as though none had received the spirit 
of Pentecost but those who had the power to speak in tongues, thus leading 
many sincere Christians to cast away their confidence, and plunging them in 
perplexity and darkness, or causing them to seek after special manifestations 
_ of other than God Himself. 

n 

w 

^sjy\ 


I 


Since there are great differences of opinion among the members respecting 
current religious movements, it would be wise to leave the question of “the 
Latter Rain” and related doctrines, as matters of personal liberty, just as we 
do the question of Baptism, Church Government, and other differences of 
belief among the Evangelical bodies . 35 


The fruit of the new movement, continued Simpson, was all too often 
“separation . . . bitterness, and strife.’’ 32 

._Simpson’s lament that “In several cases our Alliance work has been al¬ 

most broken up by these diversions and distractions’’ was well founded. 
Reports to the Council by district and local superintendents revealed the 
loss of “fully one-half’’ of the Alliance people in Indianapolis, deep 
inroads in Chicago, and substantial defections in a number of other cities. 
But some, like the Portland and Nyack officials, while deploring its 
“evils,” concluded the new movement was on the whole beneficial. 33 

Faced with strong support for the movement among some of the high¬ 
est leaders in the Alliance, Simpson stayed his hand. Forcing the issue 
may have led to a major bolt by the pro-Pentecostal faction at a time 
when the Alliance was burdened with financial hardships resulting from 
the Panic of 1907. 34 Too pressing to be ignored, the issue was compro¬ 
mised by the adoption of a neutral resolution. 
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In a follow-up editorial, local and district superintendents and conven¬ 
tion officials were counseled to avoid making pronouncements concerning 
the movement that might precipitate divisions. 36 This remained the of¬ 
ficial position of the Alliance, but unofficially sentiment was rising 
against the Pentecostal faction. Except for the Beulah Park camp, the 
Pentecostals found increased resistance in the Alliance camp meetings of. 
1908, especially the non-Alliance Pentecostals. Examining committees foR N> 
licensing preachers, pastors, and missionaries began to weed out pro-Pen- 
tecostal candidates. Articles in Alliance periodicals became exclusively 
representative of the anti-Pentecostal viewpoint. 37 

Such developments led to the resignation of pro-Pentecostals, some o 
whom took their congregations and church property with them. Despite 
the deteriorating situation, decisive action was not taken until the 1912 
Council meeting. A-new- xonstitution was then adopte d that included a 
doctrinaLstatement-whiGh-pointed l y re vlscdthe earliei^formula oOkith in 
Jesus Christ as “Savior, Baptizer in the Holy Ghost, H ealer and ,Coming 
King'^rsubst^^ in fiiTHoly Ghost. ’ 

More importantly, the central Alliance bQard^ N^w YbflcClty was given Jj , 
legal c o ntrol over all co ngregationaT~pro^rtvAnd the right to supply or 
approveall clergymenrityllTis^tt became a Holiness de- 

nomination with clear lines of control, able to prevent the loss of property 
and the subversion of local churches by the Pentecostals. It was, how¬ 
ever, much like locking the proverbial barn door, for by this time the 
major defections had already taken place and the appeal of the new move¬ 
ment was fast waning in the Alliance as it had already done in other Holi-_ 

ness^ groups. 38 / \ 

1912 the Holiness-Fundamentalist camp presented an almost unbro^^ 
front against the Pentecostal movement. “All our old Holiness 
friends rejected us,” said Alfred G. Garr; “the old doors were 
closed.” 39 In time, Holiness churches like the Pentecostal Church of the 
Nazarene, the Pentecostal Union Church, the Church of God (Anderson, 
Indiana), and the Church of God as Organized by Christ wrote specific 
repudiations of the “Tongues Movement” into their official creeds and 
minutes. Several Fundamentalist organizations officially condemned Pen- 
tecostalism in the same breath with “modernism,” and Fundamentalist 
writers kept up a running, if intermittent, assault on the movement. 40 

Resistance from the older denominations was expected, but that the 
Holiness-Fundamentalist camp should denounce them far more bitterly 
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came as a heavy blow to the Pentecostals. Yet it was the manner in which 
the Pentecostals presented their message and the implications of that mes- 
V/ sage that largely accounted for the negative response of their fellow 
/ believers in Holiness and Fundamentalism. - 

V^Like other evangelical revivalists, the Pentecostals posed the question 
.of personal salvation in either-or terms for the “unregene rate.” But they 
Ni went beyond this to present believers with a similar either-or choice, 
^preaching that the Pentecostal movement was “the Bridal call” and that 
only those who accepted it would be taken up in the Rapture and receive 
high rewards in the coming Kingdom, while those who rejected it would 
suffer the terrors of the Tribulation and hold positions subordinate to the 
Pentecostals in the Millennium. Many Pentecostals even asserted that 
those who opposed the movement were, whether knowingly or not, op¬ 
posing God. Like all “true believers,” the Pentecostals were often com¬ 
pletely uncompromising, belligerent, and self-righteous. 41 

It was hardly surprising that the Pentecostals most alienated those very 
Holiness people to whom they made their chief appeal. Holiness believers 
who for years had claimed to be Baptized in the Spirit now found their 
i /'testimony impugned by Pentecostals who insisted that no one had re- 
ceived “the Baptism” except they spoke in tongues. Even those Pen¬ 
tecostals who regarded “tongues” as only one of several possible signs 
of “the Baptism” tended to disparage, if only by implication, the re¬ 
ligious experience of those who did not speak in tongues. Moreover, by 
teaching that the Baptism in the Spirit was a third act of grace beyond 
sanctification, the Pentecostals placed themselves in the same category as 
the Fire Baptized people who had already been repudiated by the main 
"body of Holiness believers for their “Third Blessing Heresy.” 

Rejection of the “orthodox” Holiness view of Baptism in the Spirit 
and acceptance of the notion of a “Third Blessing,” necessarily carried 
_ with it some measure of repudiation-of the Holiness movement. The Pen¬ 
tecostal movement came on the scene just at the point when the Holiness 
movement was achieving some order and stability through denomina¬ 
tional organization. The direct challenge of the Pentecostals to the central 
doctrine of Holiness and their indirect challenge to the leadership of the 
Holiness denominations threatened to throw the Holiness movement back 


into the chaotic state from which it was emerging. The apparent disorder 
and extremely emotional character of Pentecostal meetings lent substance 
to Holiness fears that the Pentecostal movement would submerge and de¬ 
stroy the Holiness movement in a sea of chaos. 
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jThe viru lence of the 

/tal movement was surpris ing to the Pentec ostals. who were themselves 
/committed both to holiness and “t he fundam entals.” The Pentecostals 
Lhelieved" that their only important difference from other Fun¬ 
damentalists—speaking in tongues—followed logically from a more rig¬ 
orous application of the Biblical literalism that lay at the core of Fun¬ 
damentalism. Their attitude was well expressed by Stanley H. Frodsham. 


A few weeks ago I heard a brother testify, “I praise God that I am. a Fun¬ 
damentalist, and that I am a Pentecostal Fundamentalist.” That is what we 
all are. I do not know of a Pentecostal person anywhere who questions the 
inerrancy of the Scriptures, or one who doubts the virgin birth, the miracles, 
the physical resurrection, the Deity, or the efficacy of the blood atonement of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, nor one who has the slightest sympathy for the un¬ 
proved theories of the evolutionists. . . . We go further and affirm that the 
signs and wonders that our Lord Jesus Christ said should follow “them that 
believe” (Mark 16:17, 18) will assuredly follow as a result of faith in Christ 
today. We also stand for that Fundamental of Service, the Baptism in the 
Holy Spirit, as that experience was originally received on the day of Pen¬ 
tecost. 42 


Given such wide areas of agreement, it seemed only natural to the Pen¬ 
tecostals that other Fundamentalists should be favorably disposed toward 
their movement. Yet it was precisely because the differences between 
themselves and other Fundamentalists were so small that the others found 
it necessary to maintain and even exaggerate the distinction lest they be 
associated with the Pentecostals in the public eye. Hence, the closer other 
groups stood t o the P^tecostal movement in doctrine and spiritv thejrnore 
vocaptheif dununciation of it. Alma White of the Pentecostal UnioK 
Church exemplified this trait when she launched a thoroughly vicious at¬ 
tack against the Pentecostals, accusing them, among other things, of 
practicing witchcraft, worshipping the devil, and sexual promiscuity. 4 ^ 
The-oppo^itioTrencOuntered-by-the-Penteeostalfr-was-nQ t_verhal merely^ 
but at times physical as well. Pentecostal mee tings were mobb ed by\ 
shouting, pushing men; cayenne peppeF was^scattered in the sawdust; \ 
rocks, decayed vegetables, and “stink bombs” were tossed through wffi^ 
dows or into tents; tent ropes were cut, and meeting places set afire. In 
places where frontier traditions of violence were still strong, Pentecostals 
were beaten^lai red andj ealhered. shot at, and had their meetings broken 
into by galloping horsemen. In one section of Appalachia the homes and 
chapels of Pentecostals were dynamited. 44 Some of this abuse was because 
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Pentecostal preachers often supported employers against workers in strike 
situations. 

Involvement in civil court proceedings was a common experience 
among Pentecostal preachers. Sometimes this resulted from the distur¬ 
bances caused by mockers and scoffers, but more often from public irrita¬ 
tion with their loud shouting and singing into the small hours of the 
morning, night after night. At other times their failure to obtain permits 
for street meetings or for pitching tents on public property brought them 
into court. Often the charges were dismissed after a reprimand, or token 
fines were imposed. But in many cases the Pentecostals refused to heed 
the warning or pay the fine and were imprisoned. In some instances their 
healing practices involved them in suits for damages, and in public prose¬ 
cution for practicing medicine without a license or receiving money under 
false pretences. All such public restraint, the justified along with the un¬ 
justified, was regarded by Pentecostals as “persecution.” 45 

Criticism and persecution spurred the Pentecostals to work more ener¬ 
getically compelled them to defend and clarify their message, and helped 
to develop the self-image of a heroic minority struggling against over¬ 
whelming odds. It reinforced their conviction that they were the true spir¬ 
itual heirs of Jesus and the Apostles, who had also been maligned and 
persecuted. But their exclusion from Holiness-Fundamentalist circles had 
a crippling effect. So long as the Pentecostals had the opportunity to 
confront their critics and win converts in Holiness conventions, camp 
meetings, and churches, opposition may well have been an asset. But 
once denied access to these facilities, confrontation and debate gave way 
to isolation. Except for an occasional polemic, non-Pentecostals soon ig¬ 
nored the Pentecostal movement, turning their attention to other matters 
like the Fundamentalist, Social Gospel, and Ecumenical movements. At 
an early date a wall was raised between the Pentecostals and the larger 
Christian community that would not be breached for half a century. 

Holiness rejection of Pentecostalism can hardly be sufficiently ex¬ 
plain ed by do5 5nal-44fferences. Holiness and Pentecostal people were in 
substantial agreement on all important points of doctrine, including the 
Baptism in the Spirit. True, many Pentecostals insisted that speaking in 
tongues was the one and indi spensable sign of Spirit b aptisnu-a position 
that was universally rejected by the Holiness-Fundamentalist camp, but 
that teaching was not universal among Pentecostals, and many Holiness 
people acknowledged speaking in tongues to be a legitimate evidence of 
“the Baptism,” though not the only one. 46 
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Nor do class 4iffereoges ^ in themselves ex plain the division among 
Holiness-Fundamentalist people over the Pentecostal movement. Both 
those who rejected and those who accepted the Pentecostal message were 
drawn very largely from the lower socio-economic classes, though a 
somewhat greater number of the faithful in the Pentecostal movement 
came from the very lowest social levels. Rather, the rejection of Pen- 
tecostalism by the bulk of the Holiness and Fundamentalist movements 
reflected the social orientation given those movements by their leader¬ 
ship. Middle class Holiness-Fundamentalist leaders attempted to perpetr¬ 
ate their v alues and mores by i pn 1 irati 

lowers. KSuch values—hard work, honesty, thrift, sobriety, and^, 
sejf^denial—continued, indeed, to_ be heldJa high esteem by-Pentecostals^ 
well. But other values assumed greater importance, values that were in 

ruhdamental conflict with those of the middle clas&^--- -n ^ 

From the first, the Holiness movement was ^ ^tionalJiU ene, at times^ 
offensively so, even to some of its adherents. But, by the time of the Pen¬ 
tecostal revival of 1906-8, that e motionalism was b ecoming muted. In 
time it would be transformed into alfinner, sentimental pietism. The Fun¬ 
damentalist movement, while cherishing sentimentalism, looked askance 
at overt emotionalism from its beginnings. The Pentecostals, however, 
came to place great emphasis on extreme emotional expression, epit¬ 
omized by the speaking in tongues. Ecstasy militated against the ra¬ 
tionalist, self-disciplinary values that were assuming prominence among 
Holiness people and soon found their fullest expression in the emergent 

Eundameiitalist movement, —-....._ 

Holiness and Fundamentalist leaders, by rejecting the ecstatic, non-ra 
tional Pentecostal movement and reaffirming the more solid middle-classj 
values, succeeded in holdi ng the bulk of their followers, who aspired 
middle-class stat us. Ifo rtfieP time of the PentecostjLrevival of-1906~many 
Tolmess congregations were already following the mainline denomina¬ 
tions in abandoning the inner city neighborhoods. The move registered 
the Holiness movement’s failure to reach the immigrant poor crowding 
into these areas, but it also reflected the middle-class aspirations of those 
native-born Americans from rural backgrounds who constituted the over¬ 
whelming bulk of the movement. One by one the Holiness churches fol¬ 
lowed the example set by the Los Angeles Church of the Nazarene in 
1902 when it moved out of its downtown location and into a “respectable 
middle-class neighborhood.” By the end of the First World War the 
inner-city, store-front mission phase of the Holiness movement was pass- 
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ing rapidly and the middle-class propensities of Holiness believers were 

S istakable. 47 

le Pentecostals, while by no means rejecting the more solid middle- 
» values, placed a higher premium up on ecstasy , and thereby directed 
of their energies into the development of those characteristics more 
useful for rising into the middle class. Moreover, ecstatic experience, by 
providing a release for hostilities and anxieties, reduced the dynamic ten¬ 
sion between reality and aspiration that underlies upward mobility. The 
effect of overemphasis on ecstatic religious experience was to decrease 
both the desire and the ability to rise into the middle class. 

In a rough sort of way then, the split in the Holiness movement oc¬ 
casioned by the Pentecostal revival was between those who aspired to rise 
from lower-class status and those who sought reconciliation to it, between 
a prospective bourgeoisie and a despairing proletariat. The religion of the 
loliness believer was often a positive asset-in achieving upward-mebih 
ityfForThe Pentecostal, success in achieving ecstatic religious experience 
bee arneJn. large part a stffrogate )br suc cess in the social stqiggle. J 



IX 


The Sanctification Schism 


The Pentecostal movement was primarily a response to the massive social 
dislocations of the late 19th century. The old norms of belief, morality, 
manners, and behavior were collapsing and all social institutions were 
compelled to adjust to that fact. The denominations’ accommodation to 
the thought and life of the larger society was unacceptable to the Pen- 
tecostals. So, too, was the Holiness response. Yet it was equally impera¬ 
tive that the Pentecostals establish clear lines of contact and separation 
between themselves and the larger culture, because it was precisely the 
need to bring order out of the chaos of their lives that led so many into 
the Pentecostal fold. What these converts expected was a clear set of di¬ 
rections through the social maze. The attempt to establish that set of di¬ 
rections led to an interminable series of internal controversies. The social 
diversity of the movement and the extreme individualism of its leaders, 
however, foredoomed the finding of a unified solution. Thus, the move¬ 
ment fragmented into a myriad of splinter organizations each with its own 
unigjue pattern of “mazeway resynthesis” and “defensive restructuring.” 
/Extraordinary aggressiveness was a dominant characteristic of the early 
Pentecostal movement. This aggressiveness was generated by the enor- 
indCsfrustrations which the Pentecostals experienced. The major source 
of these frustrations was the social position of the Pentecostals. The am¬ 
biguous status of Pentecostal leaders and the very low status of the faith¬ 
ful exposed them to a situation in which the opportunities for frustration 
were great and the chances for overcoming them were few. And there 
were also the frustrations consequent upon the failure of Pentecostal 
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hopes for the imminent Second Coming, their rejection by Holiness-Fun¬ 
damentalist circles, and the increasing indifference of the larger society. 
Moreover, racial, ethnic, and personal antipathies inherent in the hetero¬ 
geneous social character of the movement and glossed over in the first 
flush of revival constituted a latent source of frustration and, hence, 
aggression. As revival fires abated so too did the sense of solidarity. 

A central problem for the Pentecostals, therefore, was the release of 
aggressive impulses. Some of these found sublimated outlets in the ca¬ 
thartic experience of speaking in tongues, and in the contemplation of the 
coming apocalypse. But speaking in tongues and prophesying the destruc¬ 
tion of the world served also to add to the Pentecostal store of aggres¬ 
siveness since, because of these practices, abuse and ridicule were heaped 
upon them. 

Thus, it was in a continuing struggle with others that the Pentecostals 
found the major release for their pent-up aggressiveness. First, as Holi¬ 
ness adherents, they had battled against the denominations. Then, as Pen¬ 
tecostals they struggled against the “orthodox” Holiness legions. Finally, 
deprived of their opposition by their exclusion from Holiness circles, they 
turned to vent their hostilities against one another in internecine warfare. 
But no amount of such conflict could resolve the underlying frustration 
that sprang from their position in the social order. Therefore, aggressive 
hostility and controversy continued within the Pentecostal movement, is¬ 
suing in a bewildering array of divisions, mergers, and redivisions. Only 
after World War II, when substantial numbers of Pentecostals achieved 
middle-class status, would there be any significant waning of the fra¬ 
tricidal warfare. 1 

Such combat, of course, was carried out in a religious idiom and relied 
upon appeals to the authority of Scripture and Spirit. Religious traditions 
and convictions did indeed play an important role in these controversies, 
but they were commingled with other elements. The internal battles of the 
early Pentecostal movement had social, as well as theological, sources and 
implications. 

Controversy often arose over “truths” putatively revealed by the Holy 
Spirit. Such revelations were rarely claimed to be entirely new, but, 
rather, fresh insights into truths residing in the Bible, which had either 
been “lost” or had been concealed by God until the proper moment. 
Now, in “the end time,” it was believed they would be restored or 
disclosed. Widespread expectations along these lines exerted considerable 
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pressure on Pentecostal preachers to come up with novel and striking 
“revelations.” As Howard Goss put it: 

Walking in the light of God’s revelation was considered a guarantee of 
unbroken fellowship with God. . . . Consequently, a preacher who did not 
dig up some new slant on a Scripture, or get some new revelation to his own 
heart ever so often; a preacher who did not propagate it, defend it, and if 
necessary, was not prepared to lay down his life for it, was considered slow, 
stupid, unspiritual. ... A familiar and most absorbing question when 
preachers met was: “What new revelation have you received?” 2 

Small wonder then that as Goss observed, “Many new revelations 
began to cause confusion.” The Pentecostal movement was racked by 
debate and controversy over innumerable minor issues, and within a de¬ 
cade after the revival of 1906-8, two major struggles arose which tore the 
movement from top to bottom. The first concerned the doctrine of sanc¬ 
tification; the second arose over the water baptismal formula but came to 
involve the nature of the Godhead. By 1916 the Pentecostal movement 
was fragmented into three doctrinal segments: Second Work Trinitarians, 
Finished Work Trinitarians, and Unitarians. Over a longer period of time, 
each of these segments in turn suffered still another division along racial 
lines. 

In this chapter I shall deal briefly with those divisions of relatively 
minor significance, and with the first of the major doctrinal splits. In the 
following chapter I shall turn to the second doctrinal conflict and the 
racial schism. 

The removal of whatever restraint their contact with other Christians 
had had on the Pentecostals gave freer rein to the antinomian tendencies 
typical of the “Spirit-led.” Experience, not doctrine, was the primary in¬ 
terest of the early Pentecostals. 3 In fact, many regarded doctrine as divi¬ 
sive, and hesitated to adopt any but the vaguest statements of faith. The 
common experience of the Spirit, especially as expressed in speaking in 
tongues, bound them together and provided the basis for the rudimentary 
organizations initially created. Disciplinary machinery, where it existed, 
was rarely effective when it was used. Pentecostal pulpits were wide open 
to itinerant preachers with novel revelations. 4 In such circumstances het¬ 
erodoxy and ultraism flourished. 

The Pentecostals sought to recreate a primitive New Testament com- 


156 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


munity of saints, emphasizing individual religious experience, spontane¬ 
ity, and the free life of the Spirit. For them the only genuine religion was 
the “religion of the heart” in which one felt the immediate presence of 
God and lived a life under the direct guidance of the Spirit. 

An important source of such guidance was speaking in tongues. “Mes¬ 
sages” delivered by those having “the gift of tongues” and interpreted 
by those with “the gift of interpretation” were regarded as equivalent to 
prophecy, the first and highest gift of the Spirit. At times the reverential 
awe accorded such “messages” led to the most naive consequences. By 
means of tongues and interpretations Bible schools were taught, be¬ 
lievers were instructed to sell their belongings and directed to specific 
mission fields, and even told whom they should marry. Resorting to those 
with the gifts of tongues and interpretation for personal guidance was so 
widespread among Pentecostals that the practice was universally known 
as “inquiring of the Lord.” 5 

At times such use of the charismatic gifts wrought havoc in the lives of 
individuals, brought discredit on the movement, and sowed discord in 
Pentecostal ranks. Some Pentecostals, like A. J. Tomlinson, who was 
confirmed in office through tongues and interpretation on three occasions, 
found that “messages” in tongues could be used to acquire and retain au¬ 
thority. 6 But they learned also that the practice could as easily be turned 
against them. W. F. Carothers complained of the way in which “inquir¬ 
ing of the Lord” was used to undermine the reputations and authority of 
Pentecostal leaders: 

This new way of “inquiring of the Lord” promotes secret meetings, cliques 
and conspiracies and hence tends to division and strife. ... No one's Chris¬ 
tian character is safe from attack when parties of two, three or half a dozen 
are off together getting messages (so-called) about everything and everybody 
. . . you may be sure . . . there will be no secret assassination of character 

WHEN THE HOLY SPIRIT DOES THE WORK . 7 

Messages in tongues and interpretations were at times used to introduce 
or legitimize controversial doctrines and practices. A prohibition against 
eating pork, for example, was ostensibly endorsed by the Holy Spirit 
through tongues and interpretation at a Pentecostal convention in Waco, 
Texas, in 1907. 8 “Messages” were frequently taken down in shorthand 
and published with the “tongues” reproduced phonetically on one page 
and the English “interpretation” facing it. Tracts, pamphlets, and whole 
series of books of this kind were printed and widely distributed. Nor were 
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these isloated aberrations merely. Leading Pentecostal periodicals 
frequently published the interpretations of such messages, though not the 
“tongues” from which they were derived. Because the gift of interpreta¬ 
tion was relatively rare, messages in tongues were sometimes sent for 
translation to someone known to have the necessary gift. On at least one 
occasion an industrious Pentecostal, with phonetic transcription of 
tongue-speech in hand, claimed he consulted “the standard works on lan¬ 
guages and found out what it meant.” 9 

Some Pentecostal leaders attempted to curb the uninhibited and disrup¬ 
tive use of the charismatic gifts. They rejected the practice of “inquiring 
of the Lord” and the use of tongues and interpretation “as the primary 
method” of teaching Bible schools. They subjected all “messages” in¬ 
volving controversial matters to the judgment of “the elders.” 10 But 
even to the extent that such restraints were effective they were unable to 
prevent dissension. Appealing to revelations based on the charismatic 
gifts, to the Bible, to inner illumination, and to combinations of all three, 
Pentecostals disputed a great variety of questions. 

Pentecostals agreed that true Christians must live in a manner appropri¬ 
ate for those whose bodies were believed to be “temples of the Holy 
Ghost.” All held the necessity of abstaining from liquor and tobacco. But 
did taboos on eating and drinking cover pork, coffee, tea, soda, and 
chewing gum? Did the prohibition against tobacco preclude employment 
that required handling it? All Pentecostals agreed that they must keep^ 
themselves “unspotted from the world,” but did taboos on “worldly 
adornment” prohibit the wearing of all jewelry and cosmetics? What cloth¬ 
ing and hair styles were acceptable? What entertainments and recreations, 
in addition to social dancing and motion pictures, were excluded by the 
injunction against “worldliness”? 

“Be ye not unequally yoked with unbelievers” was a scriptural pas¬ 
sage universally subscribed to by Pentecostals, but did this prohibit join¬ 
ing any and all organizations that included “unbelievers”? Did it also 
cover informal social contacts with them? “Man-made” organizational 
structures were unanimously denounced, but what plan of church govern¬ 
ment did God approve? How was “spiritual order” to be maintained? 
Were the offices of apostle and prophet to be restored to the Church? 
How were “scriptual” church offices to be filled? 

Surely God required water baptism and partaking of the Lord’s Supper. 
But what formula should be used in baptism? Should grape juice or wine 
be used in communion? Was footwashing a necessary part of the service? 
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Was tithing voluntary or binding? What about the handling of snakes and 
fire? What regulations, if any, applied to the practice of the spiritual 
gifts? 

As for doctrinal matters, all believed in sanctification, but was it a sec¬ 
ond act of grace or did it commence with conversion? All believed in the 
Baptism of the Spirit with speaking in tongues, but was “tongues’* the 
only sure sign of such Baptism? Were the Baptism in the Spirit and the 
New Birth the same experience? Surely Jesus was God, but was he the 
only person in the Godhead? 11 

The agitation of such questions was certain to create strong disagree¬ 
ments and division among people who claimed, each for himself, divine 
illumination. And especially so since Pentecostals tended to consider 
every thought, word, act, and belief to be of ritual significance, that is, in 
and of itself either pleasing or displeasing to God. Disagreements over 
seemingly minor issues, therefore, were often raised to cosmic propor¬ 
tions. Failure to discriminate between levels of importance, and the merg¬ 
ing of several issues in a single controversy insured bitter debate and 
schism. 

Running through the controversies of the early Pentecostal movement, 
and compounding their divisiveness, was the struggle for power among 
individuals and among leadership groups. Although almost every con¬ 
ceivable form of church government could be found among Pentecostals, 
in actual practice all tended toward autocracy. Once in control of either 
an assembly or a denomination, Pentecostal leaders were inclined to per¬ 
petuate themselves in their positions and to resist all restraint upon their 
authority. Rivalry for domination, most apparent in those controversies 
over church government, was often involved in schisms over other issues 
as well. Given the unbridled individualism of Pentecostal leaders and the 
propensity of the faithful to follow and emulate maverick personalities, 
personal and clique rivalry was often an important element in fac¬ 
tionalism and division. 

Finally, the clash of ethnocentrisms stemming from the diverse social 
characteristics of race, ethnic extraction, urban-rural environment, 
region, and previous religious affiliation also played its role in precipita¬ 
ting divisions. The conscious motivation of those caught up in conflict 
was not necessarily other than what they professed—strictly and sincerely 
religious—but other social factors operated to influence the outcome of 
those struggles. 

Among those Pentecostals given to extreme reliance upon Spirit guid- 
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ance and revelation, eccentric and cranky notions abounded. It was taught 
that preachers should not waste their time preparing sermons, but simply 
obey the scriptural injunction “Open your mouth and I will fill it.” The 
“sermon” that often came out was entirely in “tongues.” Advertising 
was to be avoided for “fear that the job will be taken away from the Holy 
Ghost.” Some zealots, determined that “man” should not usurp the lead¬ 
ership of the Spirit, called for “clearing the platform” of all people dur¬ 
ing worship services. 12 

Numerous pronouncements reflected a preoccupation with sexual 
mores. Some held that divorced and remarried persons should leave their 
families to return to their first spouse. Others taught that divorced persons 
should never remarry. Some insisted that marital relations should be lim¬ 
ited to the procreation of children once every three years; still others that 
the saints should desist entirely from sexual relations. Some Pentecostals 
were accused by others of believing that “sins of the flesh” glorified God 
because they gave him an opportunity to manifest his grace—a belief that 
allegedly led to “free love.” 13 

Revelations of the Spirit became the nucleus for several new move¬ 
ments among Pentecostals. One such was universalism. Proponents of 
Ultimate Reconciliation” held that the death of Christ had provided sal¬ 
vation for all, and that ultimately all unbelievers would be reconciled to 
God. It was true, according to this teaching, that Hell was a place of tor¬ 
ment, but it was not eternal. The God of love could never accept the per¬ 
manent loss of even the least of his creatures, and, therefore, at the “end 
of the age” Hell would give up its inhabitants to “the New Heavens. ” 14 
The seed of this doctrine can be found in Parham’s rejection of an eter¬ 
nal Hell in favor of the doctrine of the annihilation of the wicked. But 
Ultimate Reconciliation,” as such, probably originated among British 
Pentecostals. At least as early as 1914, however, it had been widely dis¬ 
seminated in America through the “Yellow Book Series” of messages in 
tongues with interpretations, published in Chicago, and through a number 
of publications under the caption “In School with the Holy Ghost,” issu¬ 
ing from Chicago and Indianapolis. By 1918 the Pittsburgh Bible Institute 
had become a center of the “Ultimate Reconciliation” movement under 
the leadership of C. H. Pridgeon. 15 

Still another movement whose roots may have been in Britain (where it 
was known as “the Spoken Word”) emerged in America as the “New 
Revelation” or the “set-Apostle” movement. The basis of the movement 
was the belief that the only scriptural church government was by apostles, 
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prophets, and other church officers “set” in the church directly by the 
“Spoken Word” of the Holy Spirit through the gift of prophecy or its 
equivalent, tongues, and interpretation. Here and there an independent 
“Apostolic Church” like that of D. B. Rickard in Indianapolis was 
founded on this line. The “Gift Movement,” which led to substantial 
defections in the Virginia Conference of the Pentecostal Holiness Church 
in 1916 was also committed to the “set-Apostle” theory. But, because of 
the extreme Spirit-centered character of such movements and their strin¬ 
gent anti-ecclesiasticism, little resulted from them beyond the establish¬ 
ment of a few autonomous congregations, Bible schools, ministerial fel¬ 
lowships, and publishing ventures. 16 

The effects of other dissensions are somewhat more apparent. From the 
earliest years the pattern of schism, merger, and fragmentation into a 
bewildering forest of sects was firmly fixed in the Pentecostal movement. 

The break-up of Parham’s Apostolic Faith Movement, as we have 
noted, involved the moral character of Parham, and, later, the doctrine of 
sanctification. Yet it was also in part a consequence of a contest, succes¬ 
sively, for supremacy among Parham, Seymour, Goss, and Mrs. Craw¬ 
ford, all strong personalities with loyal followings. Seymour broke with 
Parham in the fall of 1906, and organized the Pacific Coast Apostolic 
Faith Movement. Goss left the following year with most of the Texas and 
Arkansas assemblies. In 1911 Mrs. Crawford repudiated Seymour and 
took the Pacific Northwest assemblies of the West Coast organization 
with her. Later, her own Apostolic Faith Movement suffered the loss of 
its upper Midwest affiliate, and then the defection of the group of minis¬ 
ters who founded the Bible Standard Conference in 1919. 17 

The Pentecostal Holiness Church was fragmented in 1918 when con¬ 
troversy over hair and clothing styles and over leisure time activities led 
to a bolt of the more puritanical faction, which then formed the Pentecos¬ 
tal Fire-Baptized Holiness Church. Two years later, still another schism 
in the Pentecostal Holiness Church resulted in the establishment of the 
Congregational Holiness Church. The defecting group, led by Watson 
Sorrow, protested the parent organization’s negative stand on doctors and 
medicine, and its episcopal form of government. In both these schisms, 
and in the racial ones dealt with in the next chapter, the person and posi¬ 
tion of Joseph H. King, first and life-long overseer of the Pentecostal Ho¬ 
liness Church, were of more than peripheral importance. 18 

The Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) suffered a defection from 
its ranks when a group rejected the increasingly autocratic control of its 
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general overseer, Ambrose J. Tomlinson, and his teaching on compulsory 
tithing. The outcome was the founding of the (Original) Church of God in 
1917. Later, in 1923, Tomlinson was ejected from the Cleveland, Ten¬ 
nessee, denomination for misappropriation of funds. It is clear, however, 
that at most the charges were based on Tomlinson’s poor judgment, and 
at worst they were trumped up. The real issue was Tomlinson’s autocratic 
sway over the organization and the determination of a group of elders to 
limit his powers or, failing that, remove him. Tomlinson promptly pro¬ 
ceeded to organize the (Tomlinson) Church of God with headquarters in 
the same city, Cleveland, Tennessee. 19 

The largest Pentecostal denomination, the Assemblies of God, was rent 
asunder during its first two years of existence (1914-16) by the Unitarian 
controversy to be discussed in the next chapter, but minor schisms con¬ 
tinued to plague it over the years. 

In 1915, R. E. Erdman, a charter member and presbyter of the As¬ 
semblies, broke away to organize the United Pentecostal Association with 
congregations in western New York and Pennsylvania, and in eastern 
Ohio. Since this association merged in 1924 with the Pentecostal Holi¬ 
ness Church—a strong Second Work denomination—the schism from the 
Assemblies may have involved the doctrine of sanctification. The As¬ 
semblies from its founding was known to oppose the “orthodox” Second 
Work view of sanctification, but did not at that time adopt an official 
creed. Ambivalence on the issue among Erdman’s followers is suggested 
by events following his death in 1927. At that time all but two of the 
congregations formerly of the old United Pentecostal Association left the 
Pentecostal Holiness Church in opposition to its Second Work doctrine of 
sanctification. 20 

As a consequence of the Unitarian controversy, the Assemblies adopted 
its first statement of faith declaring, among other things, that: 

The baptism of believers in the Holy Ghost is witnessed by the initial physi¬ 
cal sign of speaking with other tongues as the Spirit of God gives them utter¬ 
ance. 21 

The official adoption of what was called “the only evidence” position on 
speaking in tongues led to a schism from the Assemblies in 1918. Fred F. 
Bosworth, a founder and presbyter of the Assemblies and one of the most 
sought-after healer-evangelists in the entire Pentecostal movement, re¬ 
jected as dogmatic and unscriptural the view that all who were Spirit-bap¬ 
tized must speak in tongues. He maintained that any of the nine gifts of 
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the Spirit listed in I Corinthians was a valid sign of Baptism in the 
Spirit. 22 

The 1918 split in the Assemblies reflected a difference within the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement from its earlier years between what Bosworth called 
the “Radicals” (those who held the “only evidence” view of tongues) 
and the “Conservatives” (those who opposed it). Parham had held the 
“only evidence” position, but not all of his converts accepted it. As early 
as 1907, controversy over this issue arose among the lower Midwest 
Parhamites at a convention in Waco, Texas. The outcome was ambigu¬ 
ous. The “Radicals” claimed a victory, but one of their number, Howard 
Goss, later wrote, 

Some contended that all did not speak in tongues, while we held that all 
should. Thank God, it came out victorious that tongues were the evidence of 
the baptism in the Spirit, though not the only one. 23 

Seymour must have learned the “only evidence” teaching from Parham, 
but later, in answering the question “What is the real evidence that a man 
or woman had received the baptism with the Holy Ghost?”, he replied 
that it was 

Divine love which is charity. . . . and the outward manifestations; speaking 
in tongues and the signs following: casting out devils, laying hands on the 
sick and the sick being healed, and the love of God for souls increasing in 
our hearts. 24 

The editor of the Latter Rain Evangel , William H. Piper, specifically 
repudiated the “only evidence” teaching in the very first issue of that pe¬ 
riodical. 

One of the things that has hindered this great movement of God on the face 
of the earth, and caused many people not to seek the blessing, is the false 
teaching, that speaking in tongues is the only, essential and necessary evi¬ 
dence of the baptism in the Holy Spirit. 25 

Thomas B. Barratt declared that while speaking in tongues is “a sure 
sign of the baptism of the holy ghost,” “Still I believe that many 
have had, and that people may obtain in our day mighty Baptisms without 
this sign.” 26 

Because the primary source of Biblical information on speaking in 
tongues, Paul’s first letter to the church at Corinth, clearly,asserts that all 
do not speak in tongues, the “only evidence” teaching hinged on a nec- 
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essary distinction between “the sign of tongues” and “the gift of 
tongues. ” According to this theory, all speak in tongues at the moment of 
Spirit baptism as an outward “sign” of the inner experience, but many 
never again speak in tongues. Some, however, also receive the “gift” of 
tongues when Spirit baptized, and continue to exercise it on a permanent 
basis. Thus, the passage in I Corinthians refers to the gift of tongues, but 
not the sign of tongues. 27 

On first hearing of this distinction, Joseph H. King reacted in a way 
typical of many others. 

The gift could not be presented as an evidence of the baptism, for it is men¬ 
tioned as one of nine in I Corinthians, 12th chapter; and any one of the 
others might be as much of an evidence as this one. This the advocates of the 
above theory knew, and to avoid being inconsistent, they made a distinction 
between “speaking in tongues” and the Gift of Tongues. It was a weak, fu¬ 
tile and fanatical distinction to my mind. 28 

While the “only evidence” teaching was generally known in the early 
years of the movement, the distinction that King criticized was not. The 
first issue of Azusa Mission’s periodical proclaimed that: 

About 150 people in Los Angeles, more than on the day of Pentecost, have 
received the gift of the Holy Ghost and the Bible evidence, the gift of 
tongues. 29 

Barratt, writing of his experience of Spirit baptism, said he had received 
“the full Bible evidence—the gift of tongues.” Smith Wigglesworth ad¬ 
mitted that he knew nothing of the distinction until long after he had 
found the Pentecostal experience. Even the Assemblies of God statement 
of faith adopted in 1916 did not make the distinction. 30 

In short, until Bosworth made the question an issue in 1918, Pentecos- 
tals avoided separation over it because all agreed that speaking in tongues 
was a sign of Baptism in the Spirit, because it was the only sign in which 
they were interested, and because they were not overly concerned with 
the problem of reconciling their experience with I Corinthians, chapter 
12 . 

When the 1918 Assemblies of God Council convened, Bosworth had 
the support of several outstanding leaders in that denomination. In the 
course of the debate, however, the “only evidence” faction swayed the 
overwhelming majority to their point of view by arguing for the necessary 
distinction between the sign and the gift of tongues. The notion, new to 
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most, satisfied the more serious objections of the opposition and at the 
same time seemed to fit better with their own experience since most had 
spoken in tongues during their “Baptism in the Spirit.” 31 

The 1916 statement of faith was revised to incorporate the distinction, 
and a resolution was passed withdrawing credentials from those who 
questioned “our distinctive testimony” that speaking in tongues is the 
only evidence of Baptism in the Spirit. Bosworth, followed by only a 
small faction, left the Assemblies to launch out as an independent evan¬ 
gelist, associating primarily with the Christian and Missionary Alliance, 
which at that time shared his view on the matter. 32 

Many Pentecostals believed that if the Bosworth view had prevailed it 
would have deprived the Pentecostal movement of its only important dif¬ 
ference from Holiness groups like the Alliance, and thereby undermined 
it completely. These Pentecostals agreed with J. Roswell Flower’s con¬ 
clusion that: 

The question of the speaking in tongues as the sign of the baptism in the 
Holy Spirit is quite vital. If we, as a movement, are wrong in our position, 
we have no right to an existence as a body of people, as the denominational 
bodies would possibly take us in if we would drop this one point of conten¬ 
tion. . . . The very life of the Pentecostal Movement hinges on this point. 33 

Tracts, pamphlets and articles streamed from Pentecostal presses in sup¬ 
port of the official Assemblies of God position. Some Pentecostal groups 
had already taken that stand officially, others now fell into line behind the 
Assemblies. 34 Yet the controversy continued, and not all Pentecostals 
fully accepted the “only evidence” teaching. The second largest Pen¬ 
tecostal denomination, the Church of God in Christ, spoke for an indeter¬ 
minable number of obscure associations and independent assemblies, as 
well as for itself, when it ambiguously asserted that: 

We do not presume to teach that no one has the Spirit that does not speak 
with tongues, yet we believe that a full baptism of Holy Ghost as was poured 
out on the day of Pentecost, is accompanied by speaking with other 
tongues. 3S 

The “only evidence” controversy agitated the Pentecostal movement as a 
whole, yet it brought schism only in the Assemblies of God, and even 
there the loss was minor. 

Once again, in 1919, the Assemblies suffered a loss, this time one far 
more serious than that of the previous year. Andrew Sinclair, another 
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founder and presbyter of that denomination, led a number of ministers 
and congregations out to organize the Pentecostal Assemblies of the 
U.S.A. (later the Pentecostal Church of God of America). The issues in¬ 
volved are obscure. Assemblies of God writers allege that the defecting 
group held a liberal view on divorce and remarriage, and that Sinclair’s 
associate, a “Brother Brinkman,” was angered by the refusal of the As¬ 
semblies to make his periodical its official organ. The Pentecostal Church 
of God of America is strangely silent on its Assemblies of God origins, 
but Sinclair was a prominent and aggressive leader in Chicago, and may 
have concluded that his chances for ascendancy in the Assemblies were 
limited by the structural reorganization of 1916. 36 

The most renowned of all Pentecostals, Aimee Semple McPherson, 
held credentials in the Assemblies and conducted campaigns with their 
support. But fame brought independence. In a newspaper interview, she 
denied all connection with the Assemblies (“I am not one of the cult”), 
and criticized the “wildness of Pentecostal believers.” The episode was 
publicized in the Pentecostal press, and Aimee turned in her Assemblies’ 
credentials. In 1923 she organized the International Church of the Four¬ 
square Gospel, in large part by wooing away the members and congrega¬ 
tions of other Penetcostal groups, including the Assemblies—many of 
whom had been converted to the movement through her ministry. The 
Assemblies of God district superintendent of the Iowa-northern Missouri 
district, John Goben, for example, became a devotee of “Sister Aimee” 
and led a number of Assemblies churches in his district into her organiza¬ 
tion when he became general superintendent of the Foursquare Gospel 
Church in 1927. 37 

The disputes and schisms noted so far can do no more than suggest the 
real dimensions of internal turmoil among the Pentecostals. As Joseph H. 
King looked back on some thirty years of labor in overseeing sixteen con¬ 
ferences of the Pentecostal Holiness Church, what stood out in his mind 
was “the strife, contentions, divisions, judicial trials, and confusions 
arising and going on. . . .” The lament applied with equal force to the 
literally scores of other Pentecostal fellowships. 38 

As we turn to consider the major schisms in early Pentecostal ism, we 
are able to examine more fully the social influences operating to disrupt 
the movement from within. Through an analysis of these major conflicts 
we may gain more insight into the complex, heterogeneous, and eclectic 
character of the Pentecostal movement in both its theological and social 
composition. 
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From the days of Wesley, it will be recalled, Holiness believers had 
debated whether sanctification commenced at conversion or was initiated 
by a distinct and subsequent second act of grace. Parham, as a Methodist 
minister, had accepted the latter view and made it an essential part of his 
“Apostolic Faith.” Initially, therefore, conversion to the Pentecostal 
movement required that one accept the doctrine and experience of sanc¬ 
tification as a second act of grace before receiving the Baptism in the 
Spirit as a third. 

But, beginning in 1908, William H. Durham, pastor of the renowned 
North Avenue Mission in Chicago, launched a continuing attack upon the 
second work theory in his periodical The Pentecostal Testimony . Denying 
that “it takes two works of grace to save and cleanse a man,” Durham 
proposed what he called “The Finished Work of Calvary” doctrine. 39 

According to Durham, when Jesus said, “It is finished,” as he died on 
the cross of Calvary, he meant that the work of salvation and sanctifica¬ 
tion was completed. Therefore, the moment a person exercised saving 
faith in the death of Jesus as a substitutionary atonement for his sins, the 
work of both salvation and sanctification was also “finished” for him. 40 

Durham and those who embraced his teaching were not at first clear 
about what “finished” meant. They said that “the old man, the old na¬ 
ture ... is crucified with Christ,” that “conversion is a complete work, 
not suppression of sin, but a complete eradication and removal,” and also 
that it was “a setting apart in God which begins when we are made new 
creatures in Christ Jesus, and continues until we meet Him face to 
face.” 41 

On one thing they were crystal clear. Sanctification was not a second 
work of grace. And, in a short time, the progressive character of sanc¬ 
tification came to overshadow and replace its instantaneous and eradica- 
tionist aspects. As one “Finished Work” advocate explained the doctrine 
in its more fully developed form: 

Everything was accomplished for the believer yet everything remained to be 
applied to the believer. . . . The work for me is done ... the work in me 
is being done. 42 

In the spring of 1910, Howard Goss stayed with Durham for a three- 
week campaign in his Chicago mission, and invited Durham to defend his 
views at a camp meeting to be held in Malvern, Arkansas, that summer. 
There, Durham persuaded Goss and many of the former followers of 
Parham in the lower Midwest to his point of view. 43 
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Early the following year Durham took his message to Los Angeles. He 
was refused admittance to Elmer Fisher’s Upper Room Mission, but 
managed to secure the use of Azusa mission while Seymour was away on 
a preaching tour. There, he held continuous meetings until Seymour re¬ 
turned to lock him out. But, encouraged by the enthusiastic response of 
Pentecostals from other missions in the region, Durham opened his own 
work in a building at 7th and Los Angeles Streets, and his teaching 
spread all along the West Coast. Itinerating around the circuit of Pen¬ 
tecostal missions, conventions and camp meetings, Durham and other 
Finished Work advocates carried their message all across the country. 
Durham died suddenly in 1912, but his teaching outlived him and split 
the Pentecostal movement down the middle. 44 

Through the fall and winter of 1913-14, a call was repeatedly pub¬ 
lished in Word and Witness for an all-Pentecostal convention to be held 
the following April in Hot Springs, Arkansas. The prime mover behind 
this, Howard Goss, and all those who signed the call were Finished Work 
champions. Goss had managed to keep the Apostolic Faith Movement 
alive in Texas by “disfellowshipping” Parham in 1907. (Parham con¬ 
tinued to operate under the same name). Sometime in the spring of 1912, 
Goss came into contact with a small group of Pentecostals in Alabama 
under the leadership of H. G. Rodgers. Rodgers had been associated with 
the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee), but severed those ties and, 
together with about a dozen others, secured ordination in C. H. Mason’s 
black Church of God in Christ. Because Rodgers, by arrangement with 
Mason, had the right to issue ministerial credentials, and because he and 
Goss shared the “Finished Work” view, a merger was effected. 45 

Goss secured the use of the Grand Opera House in Hot Springs, and 
chose M. M. Pinson to deliver the opening address on “The Finished 
Work of Calvary.” The primary purpose of the convention was to bring 
some stability to the movement by achieving agreement on fundamental 
doctrines, and cooperation in missionary ventures. Fear of “grieving the 
Spirit” by creating “man-made” organization, rules, and doctrines ac¬ 
counted for most of the vociferous outcry sounded against the convention 
call from numerous Pentecostal pulpits and periodicals. But many also 
regarded the convention as an attempt to swing the entire movement into 
a Finished Work organization, and opposed it for that reason as well. 46 

Several hundred Pentecostals showed up at Hot Springs, some of them 
to make certain the convention failed of its purposes. A new denomina¬ 
tion, the Assemblies of God, was established by the adoption of a “Basis 
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Table 3. Urban-Rural Distribution of 26 Pentecostal Denominations, 1936 


Per Cent 
of Total 

Total 


Denominations 

Predominantly White 
Denominations 

Membership 

Urban 

Rural 

Urban 

Rural 

♦Apostolic Faith Mission 

2,288 

2,154 

134 

94.1 

5.9 

Assemblies of God 

148,043 

92,775 

55,268 

62.7 

37.3 

Calvary Pentecostal Church 
* Church of God 

1,046 

895 

151 

85.6 

14.4 

(Cleveland, Tennessee) 

44,818 

18,564 

26,254 

41.4 

58.6 

♦Church of God (Original) 
♦Church of God 

2,269 

843 

1,426 

37.2 

62.8 

(Tomlinson) 

♦Congregational Holiness 

18,351 

7,759 

10,592 

42.3 

57.7 

Church 

Italian Pentecostal 

2,167 

1,072 

1,095 

49.5 

50.5 

Assemblies of God 
International Church of the 

1,547 

1,310 

237 

84.7 

15.3 

Foursquare Gospel 
♦ International Pentecostal 

16,147 

13,176 

2,971 

81.6 

18.4 

Assemblies 

6,333 

5,091 

1,242 

80.4 

19.6 

** Pentecostal Church, Inc. 
Pentecostal Church of God 

9,681 

5,884 

3,797 

60.8 

39.2 

of America 

* Pentecostal Fire-Baptized 

4,296 

3,197 

1,099 

74.4 

25.6 

Holiness Church 
♦Pentecostal Holiness 

1,348 

429 

919 

31.8 

68.2 

Church 

Unorganized Italian Christian 

12,955 

6,201 

6,754 

47.9 

52.1 

Churches of North America 

9,567 

9,111 

456 

95.2 

4.8 

Subtotals 

280,856 

168,461 

112,395 

56.4 

43.6 


of Union” devoid of any statement of faith. Yet few could have been in 
doubt as to where it stood on the issue of sanctification. Only some 120 of 
those present signed the official register as delegates, and only 68 signed 
the charter of incorporation. But by the end of the year most of the white 
ministers of the Church of God in Christ came around to join the As¬ 
semblies, as well as many “independents” and those affiliated with other 
Pentecostal groups. 47 

The Finished Work doctrine spread widely and rapidly, coming in time 
to win the support of the majority of Pentecostals. By the end of the 
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Total 

Denominations Membership 

Urban 

Rural 

Urban 

Rural 

Predominantly Black 

Denominations 

* Apostolic Overcoming 

Holy Church of God 

863 

591 

272 

68.5 

31.5 

* Church of God in Christ 

31,564 

23,816 

7,748 

75.5 

24.5 

♦Church of God in Christ 
(Pentecostal) 

210 

178 

32 

84.8 

15.2 

♦Church of the Living God, 
Christian Workers Fellowship 

4,525 

3,243 

1,282 

71.7 

28.3 

♦Church of the Living God, 

The Pillar and Ground 
of Truth 

4,838 

2,922 

1,916 

60.4 

39.6 

♦Fire-Baptized Holiness 

Church of God of America 

1,973 

1,265 

708 

64.1 

35.9 

* House of the Lord 

302 

80 

222 

26.5 

73.5 

National David Spiritual 

Temple, Christ Church Union 

1,880 

1,362 

518 

72.4 

27.6 

** Pentecostal Assemblies of 
the World 

5,713 

5,306 

407 

92.9 

7.1 

* United Holy Church of 

America 

7,535 

4,232 

3,303 

56.2 

43.8 

Subtotals 

59,403 

42,995 

16,408 

72.4 

27.6 

Interracial 

*♦ Pentecostal Assemblies of 

Jesus Christ 

16,070 

11,409 

4,661 

71.0 

29.0 

Totals 

356,329 

222,521 

133,808 

62.4 

37.6 


* “Second Work" denominations 
** “Oneness** (Unitarian) denominations 


1920’s, three of every five Pentecostals had adopted the Finished Work 
view of sanctification. Regionally, the Finished Work wing was strongest 
in the upper Midwest and the Far West, where about four of every five 
Pentecostals came to accept it. Only those Pentecostals in the South—the 
most rural-agrarian section of the nation—held strongly to the original 
Second Work position, with less than one in four in that region moving 
into the Finished Work camp. 48 

As this suggests, Finished Work Pentecostals tended to be more urban 
than Second Work Pentecostals. Better than two of every three Finished 
Work Pentecostals, but only slightly more than one in two Second Work 
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Table 4. Doctrinal Distribution by 
26 Pentecostal Denominations, 19! 


Region 

Total 

Membership 

New England 

3,532 

Middle Atlantic 

31,932 

East North Central 

52,105 

West North Central 

39,013 

South Atlantic 

64,585 

East South Central 

37,336 

West South Central 

75,946 

Mountain 

10,765 

Pacific 

41,115 

Totals 

356,329 
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Pentecostals, lived in urban environments. The more urban character of 
the Finished Work movement was somewhat more pronounced among 
black Pentecostals. Finished Work blacks were urban by nearly nine to 
one; Second Work blacks were urban by only about three to two . 49 

The Finished Work movement proved far more attractive to whites 
than blacks. While two of every three white Pentecostals became Fin¬ 
ished Work believers, only one in eight blacks did so. As a consequence, 
the proportion of blacks in the Finished Work camp was very much less 
than that in the Second Work wing: about seven percent as compared to 
thirty percent . 50 

Region, race and social environment clearly played a role in the divi¬ 
sion of the Pentecostal movement over the issue of sanctification. Yet 
these were not the only factors operating in the conflict. Previous re¬ 
ligious affiliation and conviction were also of prime importance in bring¬ 
ing on the schism. Those who had originally come into the Pentecostal 
movement from fellowships that had either never held the Second Work 
theory of sanctification or had repudiated it were most responsive to the 
Finished Work message. 

Generally, Baptists and Presbyterians who had been caught up in the 
Holiness movement had held back from adopting the Second Work view 
of sanctification; no doubt because of the historic connection of their 
communions with Calvinism, which was anti-perfectionist and anti-Ar- 
minian . 51 Also, the Christian and Missionary Alliance and other groups 
in the Keswick wing of the Holiness movement, it will be recalled, had 
repudiated the Second Work position some time before the Pentecostal re¬ 
vival; again, undoubtedly because of the strong Calvinist influence in the 
Keswick movement. 

Thus, Pentecostal converts from these fellowships—Baptist, Presby¬ 
terian, and Keswick Holiness—had no doubt felt some qualms about 
professing sanctification as a second act of grace, though they had done 
so, since the early Pentecostal movement regarded this as a necessary 
prerequisite for Baptism in the Spirit. 

While acceptance of sanctification as a second act of grace conflicted 
with the earler views of these Pentecostal converts, the notion of a second 
act of grace did not. Most had come to believe there was a second act of 
grace, but that it was an enduement of power, not a cleansing from sin or 
purification of spirit. On the other hand, the whole notion of a third act of 
grace, however defined, had been overwhelmingly rejected by these same 
people before their conversion to the Pentecostal movement. The Fire 
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Baptized movement within the Holiness camp in the 1890’s had preached 
three acts of grace, and had been labeled by most Holiness people as a 
“Third Blessing heresy.” And nowhere had it been more thoroughly 
censured than in the upper Midwest, the same region where the Finished 
Work movement later caught on so strongly. For some Pentecostals the 
original Pentecostal teaching of three acts of grace was uncomfortably 
reminiscent of the discredited Fire-Baptized message. 

Pentecostals from Calvinist and Keswick backgrounds, then, found the 
Finished Work doctrine more congenial because it resolved doubts raised 
by their earlier religious convictions, and because it fit better into the 
theological framework they had brought with them into the Pentecostal 
movement. 

Those Pentecostals who had earlier encountered the Holiness move¬ 
ment in its Calvinist and Keswick form predominated in the Finished 
Work movement, especially former Baptist and Alliance people. Dur¬ 
ham, who introduced the Finished Work teaching; Warren Fisher, Frank 
Ewart and Frank Bartleman, who propagated it in Southern California 
and elsewhere; Bell and Collins, founders of the Assemblies of God—all 
were former Baptist preachers. Indeed, J. Roswell Flower, another 
founder of the Assemblies, flatly stated that, “It was the Baptist influence 
which brought about the change in the doctrinal position on sanctifica¬ 
tion.” 52 

Former Alliance people, however, were just as prominent in the Fin¬ 
ished Work movement as Baptists. Rower himself had been associated 
with the Christian and Missionary Alliance, and soon after his conversion 
to the Pentecostal movement became a protege of D. W. Myland, a 
former Alliance minister. J. W. Welch, D. W. Kerr, G. N. Eldridge, and 
many other Finished Work champions who came to hold high office in 
the Assemblies of God had come into the Pentecostal movement after 
many years of service in the Christian and Missionary Alliance. 

Former Presbyterians were proportionately few in the Pentecostal 
movement as a whole, but three were prominent in the Finished Work 
movement: S. A. Jamieson of the Assemblies, Louis Franciscon, an 
apostle among Italian Pentecostals, and the Canadian Pentecostal leader 
Robert E. McAlister. 53 

Furthermore, Finished Work converts came principally from the ranks 
of those Pentecostals who belonged to congregations that were either 
completely autonomous or joined in loose associations—organizational 
patterns that no doubt reflected the influence of their Baptist and early Al- 
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liance background. In such circumstances the work of Finished Work 
proselytizers was facilitated. The Assemblies of God, for example, gath¬ 
ered many of these local churches and small associations into its fold. Yet 
numbers of Finished Work assemblies remained independent. 

The Finished Work movement represented, in part, an attempt to ac¬ 
commodate Pentecostalism to the emergent Fundamentalist movement. 
With the elimination of sanctification as a second act of grace, the main 
body of the Pentecostal movement adopted a theological position that dif¬ 
fered hardly at all from that preached by Torrey, Chapman, Simpson, and 
other Keswick-Fundamentalists in the early years of the century. If, how¬ 
ever, the Pentecostals hoped that the Finished Work version of Pen¬ 
tecostalism would prove more acceptable to Keswick-Fundamentalists, 
they were mistaken. Leading spokesmen of the Keswick-Fundamentalists 
were already beginning to revise their doctrine of the Baptism in the 
Spirit in the same way they had revised that of sanctification. The Bap¬ 
tism in the Spirit, said Torrey, Ironside, and others, was not a second dis¬ 
tinct act of grace, but was, like sanctification, a process that began at 
conversion and continued throughout life. There was, they said, one Bap¬ 
tism in the Spirit, which every believer received at the moment of conver¬ 
sion, but many subsequent baptisms, none of which were necessarily ac¬ 
companied by any special gifts of the Spirit. Indeed, they went further, 
maintaining that although on rare occasions extraordinary powers might 
be exercised by a believer here and there, the gifts, signs, miracles, and 
wonders recorded in the New Testament had been granted to the Apos¬ 
tolic Church only for the purpose of legitimizing the new dispensation of 
grace, and were no longer to be expected. 54 

In contrast to the Calvinist-Keswick orientation of Finished Work Pen¬ 
tecostals, Second Work Pentecostals were distinctly Arminian and Wes¬ 
leyan in religious background. Those who had come into the Pentecostal 
movement from Methodist, Wesleyan Holiness, and Free Will Baptist 
fellowships were strongly inclined to resist the Finished Work movement. 

Several Pentecostal organizations had been founded originally as Sec¬ 
ond Work Holiness fellowships and only later came to accept the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement. These denominations, together with the several Apos¬ 
tolic Faith organizations, rejected the Finished Work teaching. Most of 
the leaders of these groups were former Methodist clergymen, and all had 
been believers in Second Work Holiness for sometime before becoming 
Pentecostals. In the Pentecostal Holiness Church, Joseph H. King (the 
overseer), F. M. Britton, George O. Goines, and Richard B. Hayes had 
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all been Methodist ministers. While neither Ambrose J. Tomlinson nor 
Flavius J. Lee, early leaders of the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennes¬ 
see), had been Methodist, both had been Second Work Holiness believers 
before embracing the Pentecostal movement. But other prominent figures 
in that denomination, like Watson Sorrow and E. L. Simmons, had been 
Methodists. The senior bishop of the Church of God in Christ, Charles H. 
Mason, was a former Baptist, but he had helped to found the Church of 
God in Christ originally as a Second Work Holiness denomination. As for 
the Apostolic Faith leaders, Parham, Mrs. Crawford, and Miss Minnie 
Hansen of Mrs. Crawford’s upper Midwest affiliate, were all former 
Methodists, while Seymour had been a believer in sanctification as a sec¬ 
ond work of grace for some time before he met Parham. 

Numbers of Free Will Baptists who had been swept into the Second 
Work Holiness revivals of the 1890’s, and then later into the Pentecostal 
revival, clung to the Second Work view. Many of these had already 
joined the Pentecostal Holiness Church or the Church of God (Cleveland, 
Tennessee) before the Finished Work movement began. But three confer¬ 
ences of the Free Will Baptist Church in the Carolinas severed their con¬ 
nections with that body in 1911 over its alleged rejection of sanctification 
as a second act of grace, and also because of its opposition to the Pen¬ 
tecostal movement. The new Pentecostal Free Will Baptist fellowships 
growing out of this were, as might be expected, firm opponents of the 
Finished Work teaching. 55 

Again, in contrast with Finished Work Pentecostals, most of those who 
remained Second Work believers were members of established denomina¬ 
tions like the Pentecostal Holiness Church, the Church of God, the 
Church of God in Christ, and the several Apostolic Faith organizations. 
From the preponderantly Methodist origins of their leaders, hierarchical 
patterns of church government were carried over into these denomina¬ 
tions. Such structures were less vulnerable to Finished Work forays than 
were the autonomous congregations of other Pentecostals. 

One other factor that helps explain the success of the Finished Work 
movement was the premium placed upon their own experience by Pen¬ 
tecostals. Many found that people who had never claimed sanctification 
came into Pentecostal services and spoke in tongues. It seemed to many 
that these converts had received the Baptism in the Spirit. The clear 
implication was that either a second work was unnecessary or that a per¬ 
son could receive two acts of grace simultaneously. Thus, for many the 
Finished Work teaching explained and legitimated experience. 56 
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The Finished Work split resulted from the disruptive emergence of im¬ 
portant sociological and theological differences within the Pentecostal 
movement. The Finished Work wing was predominantly Northern and 
Western, overwhelmingly white, considerably more urban, and reflected 
the Calvinist and Keswick Holiness backgrounds of its leaders in doctrine 
and polity. The Second Work wing, on the other hand, was largely 
Southern, had a very substantial black minority, and was hardly more 
urban than rural, while its doctrine and polity mirrored the Arminian and 
Wesleyan Holiness origins of its leadership—although, as we have seen, 
that leadership had departed from Wesleyan Holiness “orthodoxy** in 
adopting the “Third Blessing heresy” and the Keswick doctrines of dis¬ 
pensation alism and premillennialism. 

As an attempt to accommodate Pentecostalism to emergent Fun¬ 
damentalism, the Finished Work movement came too late, because the 
most articulate Fundamentalist leaders, by their redefinition of the Bap¬ 
tism of the Holy Spirit, were making such accommodation still less 
likely. But within the Pentecostal movement, the Finished Work doctrine 
squared better with the beliefs held by the majority before their conver¬ 
sion to Pentecostalism, and with their experience afterwards. 
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The “New Issue'’ arose over the proper formula to be used in adminis¬ 
tering water baptism, but developed into a debate on the nature of the 
Godhead that divided the movement into Trinitarian and Unitarian wings. 
The germ of this second great controversy to rend Pentecostal ranks may 
be found in the early writings of Parham. It was “revealed” to Parham 
that the words to be used in the baptismal service were “in the name of 
Jesus, into the name of Father, Son and Holy Ghost.” Yet, although he 
used this formula occasionally until at least 1912, Parham vociferously 
rejected the “New Issue” when it arose shortly thereafter. Appeal to 
Parham’s authority, moreover, was not made until many years after the 
rise of the Unitarian Pentecostal movement, by which time Parham’s rep¬ 
utation and his teachings had been reconstructed in a more favorable 
light. 1 

Other influences were of greater importance in the emergence of the 
“Jesus Only” movement, as its opponents came to call it. The extreme 
literal Biblicism of the Pentecostals led them to concentrate on reproduc¬ 
ing in detail the life of the New Testament church. Close study of the 
book of Acts disclosed that the Apostles baptized converts in the name of 
Jesus, rather than that of Father, Son and Holy Ghost. Pentecostal 
preachers used either formula without at first making an issue of it. 2 

Furthermore, rebaptism was fairly common among Pentecostals. New 
converts often regarded their previous baptism deficient because neither 
they nor the officiating clergymen had been Baptized in the Spirit. Then, 
too, some Pentecostals, like A. J. Tomlinson who was baptized in water 
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at least three times, and his wife at least twice, believed the rite should be 
performed in commemoration of each new crisis experience. More than 
one Pentecostal had been baptized three or more times before the “New 
Issue” assumed prominence. 3 

The immediate origins of the new movement are to be found in the 
World Wide Pentecostal Camp Meeting held in the Highland Park section 
of Los Angeles in April 1913. Just before a baptismal service, the well- 
known Canadian Pentecostal, Robert E. McAlister, delivered a sermon in 
which he declared that, although the formula of Matthew 18:19 (“in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost”) was accept¬ 
able, the one found in Acts 2:38 (“in the name of Jesus Christ”) should 
be preferred because it was the one used by the lst-century Church. 4 The 
message was seized upon by some at the camp as a fulfillment of a 
“prophecy” delivered earlier, that God was about to “do a New Thing” 
for his people. Later, this was confirmed to one John G. Scheppe during 
an all-night prayer vigil when it was revealed to him that God required 
every true believer to be rebaptized “in the Name of Jesus” only. At first 
little came of the episode. 5 But, following the close of the camp meeting, 
McAlister, Glenn A. Cook, and Frank Ewart held a tent revival in the 
heart of Los Angeles, and still later they joined in the work at the Upper 
Room Mission. As a result of many long conversations, these three came 
to agree on the necessity of rebaptism “in the Name of Jesus.” 6 

In the fall of 1913, McAlister, Ewart, the prominent black Pentecostal 
George T. Haywood, and an obscure “Brother Frazee” organized the 
Pentecostal Assemblies of the World at Portland, Oregon. Because nei¬ 
ther McAlister, nor Ewart, nor Cook had yet made his views public, this 
was not at first a distinctly “Jesus Only” fellowship. But it was soon to 
become such. 7 

In the spring of 1914, while McAlister and Cook were out on evangel¬ 
istic tours, Ewart decided to take a public stand on what had been until 
then largely a matter of private speculation. On April 15, Ewart preached 
his first sermon on Acts 2:38 in a tent pitched just outside Los Angeles in 
the 4pwn of Belvedere. On Cook’s return shortly afterwards, he and 
Ewart serup-a-baptismal tank in the tent, rebaptized each other “in the 
Name of Jesus,” and called on others to follow their example. Many of 
the Los Angeles Pentecostals who had flocked first to Seymour in 1906 
and 1907, and then to Durham in 1911 and 1912, now pressed into 
Ewart’s tent to be rebaptized. 8 

The new message was propagated through Ewart’s periodical Meat in 
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Due Season , but failed to evoke a response beyond the West Coast until 
Cook made a swing through Pentecostal centers in the Midwest and South 
in the spring of 1915. Then, numbers of individuals and congregations 
were swept into the new movement, especially those associated with the 
newly organized Assemblies of God. In St. Louis, Cook rebaptized some 
forty persons in Mother Moise’s Rescue Home, at that time the site of the 
Assemblies headquarters. In Indianapolis, 469 people, an alleged major¬ 
ity of the Pentecostals in that city, were rebaptized, including George T. 
Haywood. Already familiar with the new message from his acquaintance 
with McAlister, Cook, and Ewart, Haywood was at the time a prominent 
member of the Assemblies of God. His widely read paper, A Voice Cry¬ 
ing in the Wilderness , became the leading unofficial mouthpiece for “the 
New Issue.” 9 

Alarmed by what they considered a dangerous and heretical develop¬ 
ment, the presbyters of the Assemblies of God met in special session at 
St. Louis in May and issued a statement condemning the new movement. 
At several conferences, like those at Hot Springs and Little Rock, Arkan¬ 
sas, the faithful were warned against “the Jesus Only heresy,” and pas¬ 
tors were advised to deny its advocates the use of their pulpits. 10 Leaders 
of various Pentecostal associations, like Bell, Flower, Bartleman, Garr, 
and Andrew Fraser, wrote against the “New Issue” in Pentecostal peri¬ 
odicals. 11 

But the tide could not be stemmed. At the Assemblies of God camp 
meeting in Jackson, Tennessee, in the summer of 1915, Eudorus N. Bell, 
who had been the first chairman of the Assemblies and was at the time 
editor of both of that denomination’s official periodicals; and H. G. 
Rodgers, pioneer of the Pentecostal movement in the Southeast, were 
rebaptized “in the Name of Jesus.” 12 

In the lower Midwest the movement gained a firm foothold, winning 
all the Assemblies* preachers in Louisiana and numbers also in Texas, 
Arkansas, and Oklahoma. Daniel C. O. Opperman, the second highest 
official of the Assemblies, and Howard Goss, principal founder of that 
organization, were both won over and rebaptized. Opperman’s periodical, 
The Blessed Truth , trumpeted the new teaching throughout the region. By 
the end of the summer it seemed the Assemblies of God was about to suc¬ 
cumb entirely to the “Jesus Only” movement, while substantial numbers 
of Pentecostals in other denominations as well as many “independents” 
were also embracing the new ritual and message. 13 

More than any other, J. Roswell Flower was responsible for organizing 
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a reaction that eventually led to official repudiation of the new movement 
and eviction of its adherents from the Assemblies. As acting editor of 
Word and Witness and the Weekly Evangel while Bell was out rebaptizing 
the faithful at summer camps around the country, Flower issued a call for 
a meeting of the General Council in October to resolve the controversy. 
In preparation. Flower lined up support among the presbyters for squelch¬ 
ing the new movement. 14 

When the General Council convened in Turner Hall, St. Louis, on Oc¬ 
tober 1, neither Arch P. Collins nor Opperman (chairman and assistant 
chairman, respectively) was present, both being opposed to Flower’s pur¬ 
poses. If they hoped by their absence to prevent or delay the proceedings, 
they had not reckoned on the determination of the Flower faction. Flower 
took it upon himself to open the session and appoint J. W. Welch to chair 
the meeting, a function he continued to perform even after Collins 
showed up a day or two later. 15 

Yet the Flower faction refrained from an all-out showdown. The debate 
on the baptismal formula made it clear that outright rejection of the new 
movement would lead to the defection of so many that the infant organi¬ 
zation would perhaps be destroyed. A resolution was adopted condemn¬ 
ing several minor notions held within the “Jesus Only” faction, but the 
choice of baptismal formula was left to the conscience of baptizer and 
baptized. All ministers were admonished against preaching on the issue in 
such a way as to divide “the brethren” until a final decision could be ren¬ 
dered at the next General Council meeting a year later. 16 

The Flower faction, however, did succeed in weeding out from posi¬ 
tions of authority every official who showed the least sympathy for the 
new movement. Bell, Collins, Opperman, Goss, and Bennett F. 
Lawrence were all replaced by opponents of the “New Issue.” Thereaf¬ 
ter, the new leaders, believing that time was on their side, threw a blan¬ 
ket over the issue in hopes it would fade away by the time of the next 
Council session. The Assemblies’ periodicals during the following year 
carried only a very few articles on the “New Issue,” all designed to 
minimize its significance. 17 

But even before the 1915 Council, and increasingly so afterwards, the 
“New Issue” involved much more than rebaptism and the proper formula 
to be used. As those who administered the rite reflected on the practice, 
they were led to seek a theological basis for it. The consequence was a 
new revelation of the nature of the Godhead and the introduction of sev¬ 
eral corollary ideas and practices. 18 
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\/ The “Oneness” Pentecostals, as they soon preferred to call them¬ 
selves, adopted a Unitarian position. There is, they said, only one person 
in the Godhead, and that person is Jesus. The reason for the use of the 
Acts 2:38 baptismal formula was that “Father, Son, and Holy Ghost” are 
not proper names, but rather the titles or offices of the one God whose 
name is Jesus. This was, they said, clearly understood by the early 
Church. When the Apostles baptized in the name of Jesus, they were not 
disobeying the commandment of Jesus recorded in Matthew 28:19; 
rather, they were consciously “fulfilling” that commandment, since they 
knew that the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost 
is “Jesus.” However, concomitant with the general apostasy that led to 
the formation of the Catholic Church, the truth of the “Oneness” of the 
Godhead had been “lost” and replaced by the heathen, polytheistic doc¬ 
trine of the Trinity. Now, at “the end time,” the “true” doctrine of the 
Godhead and the correct mode of water baptism, along with all the other 
original truths of the “full gospel,” were being restored to the “true” 
Church in preparation for the Second Coming. Rebaptism in the name of 
Jesus was essential because baptism in the name of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost carried the connotation, albeit an erroneous one, of belief in three 
gods. 19 

Moreover, “Oneness” leaders held that salvation did not come through 
faith in the substitutionary atonement of Christ alone, as Pentecostals and 
indeed Fundamentalists generally maintained. Rather, Acts 2:38 clearly 
set forth a three-fold “plan of salvation”: faith in Christ, water baptism 
in the name of Jesus, and the Baptism in the Holy Spirit with speaking in 
tongues. Without fulfilling all three steps, it was argued, one could not 
confidently claim “full salvation.” Some Oneness spokesmen equated 
the completion of the third step, Spirit Baptism, with the New Birth. 20 

Finally, the Oneness camp also claimed that the communion service 
had been corrupted by those who substituted grape juice for wine. In then- 
insistence that wine must be used in order to fulfill the commandment of 
Jesus, they were, of course, challenging one of the most universally held 
Pentecostal taboos. 21 

At the time of the 1915 Council meeting of the Assemblies of God, 
these additional notions were not universally entertained by those who 
favored rebaptism “according to Acts 2:38.” Several of these points 
were condemned by a statement published in the Weekly Evangel just 
j prior to the convening of that Council. Among the signers were Goss, 
^ Opperman, Bell, and Rodgers, all of whom had been rebaptized and were 
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recognized leaders of the “New Issue” movement. Submission to rebap¬ 
tism at this time did not imply rejection of the Trinity. Bell, for instance, 
was rebaptized and administered the rite to others, but he did not at any 
time during his temporary association with the movement adopt either the 
Unitarian doctrine or any of the other notions noted above. The same was 
true of L. V. Roberts, who was rebaptized by Cook, and subsequently 
rebaptized both Bell and Rodgers. Not until several years later was the 
“Oneness” wing of the Pentecostal movement unambiguously committed 
to unitarianism, and when this happened some champions of rebaptism 
“in Jesus’ Name,” like L. V. Roberts, repudiated the movement. 22 

Between the 1915 and 1916 meetings of the General Council of the As¬ 
semblies, the “Oneness” movement continued to grow, despite the news 
blackout imposed by most Pentecostal periodicals. And, as it grew, the 
Unitarian theology propounded only by some of its earliest leaders be¬ 
came more widely accepted. The optimism of the Rower faction proved 
unfounded, and they braced for a showdown on the issue, which by 1916 
clearly threatened to alter fundamentally the character of the Assemblies 
of God, if not to destroy it entirely. 23 

When the Council convened in St. Louis in October 1916, the Rower 
faction was determined to force the minority group to reaffirm Trini- 
tarianism or leave the organization. The “Oneness” leaders at the ses¬ 
sion, Goss, Haywood, Opperman, and Ewart (who attended and spoke 
though he was not a member), were by then firmly grounded in uni¬ 
tarianism, but recognized that a stand on that issue would certainly meet 
with defeat, since not even all of their followers had as yet adopted it. 
They chose instead to make their stand on an issue that promised to win 
the support even of those who were unsympathetic to rebaptism. They 
would hold the Council to its original promise never to adopt a statement 
of doctrine that would disfellowship anyone, so long as he accepted Spirit 
baptism and speaking in tongues. The association, they correctly argued, 
had determined from the first to be a fellowship bound together by the 
Spirit alone, and not by “man-made” doctrines and regulations. 24 

The Flower group, however, had complete control of the proceedings. 
A committee composed entirely of staunch anti-Oneness people, includ¬ 
ing Bell, who had been fully reclaimed, was appointed (not elected) to 
draw up a “Statement of Fundamental Truths.” The result came as a 
surprise to no one. Roughly one half of the verbiage was devoted to a 
reaffirmation of Trinitarianism and a thorough repudiation of Oneness 
theology. In the point-by-point deliberations on the statement, the One- 
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ness faction argued and voted against each of the sixteen items, despite 
their agreement with all but the one on the Godhead. “You are making a 
creed,” explained Goss, “and I am opposed to it.” The tactic, however, 
did not work. The statement was accepted as written amid the singing of 
the words from an old anthem, “God in three persons, blessed Trini¬ 
ty.” 25 

Although the “Statement of Fundamental Truths” allowed for the use 
of complementary baptismal formulas, it made Matthew 28:19 compul¬ 
sory in all baptismal services, and also made belief in the Trinity a test of 
membership. 26 

The victory of the Trinitarians was a costly one in the short run. More 
than one fourth of the ministers affiliated with the Assemblies left, taking 
an indeterminate number of congregations and individuals with them. Nor 
were they all Oneness believers. Some left because they saw too close a 
similarity between the curt treatment accorded the Oneness people by As¬ 
semblies officials and what they had received at the hands of Holiness of¬ 
ficials not many years earlier. Deeply rooted antipathies toward all orga¬ 
nization were reawakened by the Oneness episode. In the eyes of some, 
the Assemblies was exposed for what those who rejected it from the first 
had charged: Satan’s snare for bringing once more into bondage those 
who had been liberated by the Spirit. 27 

Yet in the long run, the ejection of the “Jesus Onlies” proved well 
worth the temporary decline in numbers and prestige. The Assemblies 
came to be regarded by many Pentecostals as the defender of orthodox. 
Fundamentalist Pentecostalism against heresy. Within a year the As¬ 
semblies had all but recovered its losses, and soon became by far the 
largest Pentecostal denomination. 28 

Goss, Opperman, and other Oneness leaders organized the General As¬ 
sembly of the Apostolic Assemblies early in 1917, which before the end 
of the year merged into the Pentecostal Assemblies of the World. By this 
time, the latter organization had become Unitarian under the influence of 
Haywood, who concentrated his efforts within that fellowship after leav¬ 
ing the Assemblies in 1916. Other, smaller Oneness denominations and 
associations were formed through the 1920’s, but substantial numbers of 
Oneness assemblies remained aloof from all organization. 29 

The divisions over the New Issue or Oneness movement were largely 
restricted to the Finished Work wing of the Pentecostal movement. As we 
have noted. Finished Work organizations were typically rather loose asso¬ 
ciations, like the Assemblies of God until 1916. Many Finished Work 
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Pentecostals were affiliated with completely autonomous local as¬ 
semblies. The organizational structure of that wing of the movement, 
therefore, facilitated the work of proselytizing Oneness evangelists. Fur¬ 
thermore, those who had only recently accepted Durham’s revelation on 
sanctification were no doubt somewhat more open for new revelations 
than those who had not. 

Some Second Work Pentecostals were won to the Unitarian faith, but 
mostly on an individual basis. None of the established Second Work Pen¬ 
tecostal communions was split in the way the Assemblies had been. The 
more highly developed organization of Second Work denominations and 
their more thorough grounding in Holiness “orthodoxy” enabled them to 
weather this second challenge to “the Apostolic Faith” as they had the 
first. Oneness advocates found it difficult if not impossible to propagate 
their message from Second Work pulpits. Resistance to the earlier Fin¬ 
ished Work movement, moreover, had placed Second Work Pentecostals 
on their guard against new revelations. Parham, Crawford, and others 
delighted in pointing out that persons experiencing the Pentecostal Bap¬ 
tism in the Spirit without first passing through a second, definite experi¬ 
ence of sanctification had in fact received a Satanic counterfeit. That 
“heresies” like unitarianism should arise among such people was only to 
be expected; heresy was the logical and inevitable consequence of depart¬ 
ing from the “true” doctrine of sanctification. 30 

The controversy over the New Issue within the Assemblies of God was 
closely linked with an internal struggle for power between two rival lead¬ 
ership groups. The Assemblies had come into existence at the call of the 
five leaders of the white ministers of the Church of God in Christ who 
signed the announcement of the 1914 Hot Springs convention published 
in Word and Witness —Bell, Goss, Opperman, Collins and Pinson—and 
H. G. Rodgers. 31 

Representatives of various Pentecostal fellowships all over the country 
attended the Hot Springs convention of 1914. Among them was a group 
of leaders from the upper Midwest and the Northeast, most of whom had 
been associated earlier with the Christian and Missionary Alliance. They 
were J. Roswell Flower (former Alliance adherent and protege of the ex- 
Alliance minister D. W. Myland), John W. Welch and Daniel W. Kerr 
(both past officials of the Alliance), and Thomas K. Leonard (sometime 
pastor in the Christian Church). This group had bargaining leverage in the 
form of publishing facilities and a Bible school at Findlay, Ohio. 32 

Rivalry between these two groups was evident from the outset. The 
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first order of business at Hot Springs was the appointment of a committee 
headed by Bell and Goss to draft a resolution as a basis for organizing the 
new domination. At the same time, an unofficial committee headed by 
Leonard and Flower met secretly to draft its own resolution. The report of 
the secret committee was the one adopted by the Council, but the North¬ 
ern, former Alliance group did not succeed in winning control of the or¬ 
ganization. Of the four general officers chosen, three represented the 
Southern, former Church of God in Christ group—Bell, Collins, and 
Bennet F. Lawrence—while Flower was the sole representative of the 
rival faction. The twelve presbyters chosen included five of the Southern 
leadership group and four of the Northern. The authority to issue ministe¬ 
rial credentials for the North and East was given to Leonard; for the 
South and West, to Goss. 33 

In the course of the controversy over the New Issue, the leadership and 
organizational structure of the Assemblies were significantly altered. At 
the conclusion of the 1916 Council, the Northern, former Alliance group 
was firmly fixed in the saddle. Every one of the six Southern, former 
Church of God in Christ leaders who had spearheaded the creation of the 
Assemblies was stripped of his authority. Goss, Opperman, and Rodgers, 
staunch Oneness men, were forced to leave the Assemblies. Collins, who 
refused to join the Flower faction in evicting the Oneness advocates, 
remained in the Assemblies but lost his position as chairman. M. M. Pin¬ 
son was more interested in missionary work than in high office, and 
therefore posed no real threat to the Flower party’s drive for leadership. 
Yet, despite this, and despite his strong opposition to the Oneness teach¬ 
ing, Pinson was not among the presbyters chosen in 1916. 34 

Eudorus N. Bell’s ambivalence throughout the controversy reflected his 
role as a link between the rival groups following the organization of the 
Assemblies in 1914. Bell had moved his printing equipment from Mal¬ 
vern, Arkansas, to combine it with Leonard’s at Findlay, Ohio, and had 
taken a post on the staff of the Bible school there. When the split over the 
New Issue came, he finally cast his lot, somewhat reluctantly, with the 
Trinitarians. But he had compromised himself by being rebaptized, and 
he, too, was removed from his position as editor of the Assemblies’ of¬ 
ficial organs. 35 

A new organizational structure also emerged as a consequence of the 
New Issue controversy, marking the beginning of a trend that would soon 
transform the Assemblies from a loose association into a centralized de¬ 
nomination. The number of general officers was reduced from four to 
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two: chairman and secretary. In 1915, Welch replaced Collins in the top 
post, and Stanley H. Frodsham, who emerged during the dispute as a 
staunch supporter of the Flower faction, was elected to the second spot. 
The chairman and secretary constituted a new Credentials Committee, 
which was charged with renewing all ministerial credentials annually to 
insure conformity with the new Statement of Faith. They also served as 
members of the new, more powerful five-man Executive Presbytery; the 
other members were Flower, Kerr, and D. B. Rickard. A more reliable 
income for the national organization was assured by the charging of fees 
for issuing and renewing credentials, and by the adoption of a resolution 
charging all ministers to teach tithing. 36 

Power politics does not in itself explain the Oneness schism in the As¬ 
semblies of God, much less the split in the Pentecostal movement as a 
whole. Some insight into other forces operating in the division over the 
New Issue may be gained from an examination of the distribution and 
composition of the Oneness movement in relation to the other principal 
segments of the Pentecostal movement. 

The Oneness movement fell far short of early expectations, or fears, 
that it might sweep the bulk of Pentecostals into its fold. By the end of 
the 1920’s fewer than one in ten of all Pentecostals and only one of every 
seven Finished Work Pentecostals were Unitarians. Regionally, the One¬ 
ness movement came to be limited almost entirely to the Midwest, where 
more than nine of every ten of their number were concentrated. In the 
East North Central states, nearly one of every four Pentecostals had 
embraced the Unitarian faith by the early 1930’s. The real center of their 
strength lay in the urban areas of Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan. 37 

Oneness Pentecostals were even more urban than either Second Work 
or Finished Work Trinitarians. More than seven of every ten Oneness 
people resided in urban areas. In New England, where there were only a 
handful of Unitarian Pentecostals, and in the lower Midwest, the Oneness 
movement was less urban than the Pentecostal movement as a whole. In 
the upper Midwest, where Pentecostals of all persuasions were most 
urban and where Oneness Pentecostals were concentrated, there was no 
appreciable difference between Unitarians and Trinitarians. Everywhere 
else Oneness Pentecostals were more urban than were Trinitarian Pen¬ 
tecostals, with about nine out of ten of those in the Middle Atlantic, West 
North Central, and Pacific Coast states residing in urban areas. Black Uni¬ 
tarians were all but entirely urban. 38 

There is no need, of course, to discuss the religious influences that held 



Table 5. Urban and Racial Distributions of 3 “Oneness” Pentecostal Denominations by Region, 1936 


Region 

Total 

Member¬ 

ship 

Urban 

White* 

New England 

93 

53 

0 

Middle Atlantic 

1,320 

1,194 

26 

East North Central 

12,413 

10,843 

1,690 

West North Central 

3,481 

3,115 

1,347 

South Atlantic 

2,595 

1,641 

197 

East South Central 

1,970 

630 

1,327 

West South Central 

6,892 

3,022 

3,520 

Mountain 

1,090 

693 

705 

Pacific 

1,510 

1,308 

869 

Totals 

31,464 

22,499 

9,681 


Per Cent of Total 


racial Inter- 


Black** 

*** 

Urban 

White 

Black 

racial 

33 

60 

51.9 

0.0 

35.6 

64.5 

735 

559 

90.5 

1.9 

55.7 

42.4 

3,160 

7,563 

85.2 

13.6 

25.6 

60.8 

787 

1,347 

89.5 

38.7 

22.6 

38.7 

84 

2,314 

63.2 

7.6 

3.2 

89.2 

263 

380 

31.9 

67.3 

13.3 

19.4 

138 

3,234 

43.9 

51.1 

2.0 

46.9 

0 

385 

63.5 

64.7 

.0 

35.3 

413 

228 

86.6 

57.5 

27.3 

15.2 

5,713 

16,070 

71.5 

30.8 

18.1 

51.1 


*The Pentecostal Church, Inc. 

** Pentecostal Assemblies of the World 
*** Pentecostal Assemblies of Jesus Christ 
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most Pentecostals firm in Trinitarianism, because all Pentecostals prided 
themselves on their thoroughgoing orthodoxy. Even had there been no 
other, social, forces operating in conjunction with the Oneness con¬ 
troversy, unitarianism in and of itself would have been sufficient to cause 
schism. 

But why should some Pentecostals have turned from the orthodox doc¬ 
trine of the Trinity? There is no hint of influence from historic Uni¬ 
tarianism. Indeed, because it denied the deity of Jesus, traditional Uni¬ 
tarianism was, if anything, more anathema to Oneness Pentecostals than 
others. There is nothing in the religious background of the most promi- 


Table 6. Urban and Racial Distribution of Combined 
Memberships of 26 Pentecostal Denominations by 
Doctrinal Divisions 



% Urban 

% Black 

All Pentecostals 

62.4 

19.7* 

Second Work Pentecostals 

54.9 

29.3 

Finished Work Trinitarians 

66.8 

1.0 

Oneness Pentecostals 

71.5 

43.7* 


•These figures are estimates derived by dividing the interracial percentages found 
in Table 2 between black and white, equally. 


nent Oneness leaders to differentiate them significantly in religious orien¬ 
tation from other Pentecostals. Goss had been raised an “infidel,” but so 
too had Mrs. Crawford, one of the most outspoken critics of Unitarian 
Pentecostalism. Opperman had been a leader in the somewhat eccentric 
Dowie sect, but Flower and numbers of others in the Assemblies of God 
had also been Dowie-ites at some time. Nothing is known of Haywood’s 
earlier religious associations. Andrew Urshan, a well-known Persian- 
American Pentecostal who emerged as an outstanding Oneness spokes¬ 
man a few years after the Assemblies of God schism, had been first a 
Methodist and then an Alliance adherent, as had so many of those Pen¬ 
tecostals who remained Trinitarians. 

Nevertheless, Pentecostals who accepted the Oneness faith were more 
willing to break forthrightly with the evangelical Protestant theological 
tradition, and were more open to new revelations. Their predisposition to 
more radical religion may reflect a higher degree of alienation and a 
somewhat lower socio-economic status as compared with their fellow 
believers in the Finished Work who retained their Trinitarian faith. 
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Nearly half of the Oneness Pentecostals were black—the most ostracized, 
alienated and impoverished social group in America—while only a hand¬ 
ful of blacks were to be found among Finished Work Trinitarians. Fur¬ 
ther, the per capita expenditures of the Finished Work Trinitarian denom¬ 
inations included in the 1936 census were fifty percent greater than those 
of the Oneness groups listed there. 39 

The Oneness schism cut across the Pentecostal movement, but not ev¬ 
erywhere to the same degree. It was primarily a split within the Finished 
Work camp, and largely limited to the upper Midwest. The heavily black 
and urban character of the Oneness movement, the suggestion of a some¬ 
what lower socio-economic level than that of other Pentecostals, and the 
existence of a struggle between competing leadership groups in the major 
Finished Work denomination—all these indicate the influence of signifi¬ 
cant social differences on what was for the Pentecostal movement a 
crucial theological conflict. The religious factors that predisposed some 
Pentecostals to Unitarian theology, however, are largely obscure. 

Within a decade of the initial Pentecostal Revival, the movement, aside 
from its fragmentation into innumerable minor factions, had split into 
three major doctrinal segments: Second Work Trinitarians, Finished 
Work Trinitarians, and Unitarians (who were all of Finished Work per¬ 
suasion). Within another two decades the color line had been drawn 
through all three segments. Unlike the principal doctrinal controversies, 
the race issue did not arise in the movement as a whole at any particular 
time. Rather, it emerged in one denomination after another, beginning 
early in the life of the movement and reaching a peak in the 1920’s, but 
did not permanently split the Oneness wing until the mid-1930’s. 

The first racial fissure in the Pentecostal movement actually appeared 
during the revival of 1906. In the very year that it was swept into the 
Pentecostal revival, 1907, the Fire-Baptized Holiness Church suffered a 
schism when its black members left to organize the Fire-Baptized Holi¬ 
ness Church of God. Later, the white group merged in 1911 with.the in¬ 
tegrated Holiness Church of North Carolina to form the Pentecostal Holi¬ 
ness Church. Within two years, the blacks, already organized into a 
separate conference within the new denomination, were voted out by the 
white majority. 40 

Seymour’s integrated Pacific Coast Apostolic Faith Movement became 
\| Iar S e, y black when, in 1911, Mrs. Crawford’s Northern wing broke 
away, charging Seymour had rejected the Second Work view of sane- 
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tification, and most of the white adherents of Azusa Mission left him as¬ 
serting that he had rejected the Finished Work view! Seymour soon faded 
into obscurity, the pastor of a single congregation composed of a rela¬ 
tively small number of loyal blacks. 41 

A number of white Pentecostal preachers secured licensing credentials 
from Bishop Mason’s black Church of God in Christ in the years from 
about 1910 to 1914. The black group was at that time one of the few 
legally incorporated Pentecostal denominations, so that those licensed or 
ordained by it could perform marriages and secure clergy rates on the 
railroads. The whites appear to have operated independently, using the 
name Church of God in Christ with no indication of its connection with 
the black group, and publishing their own official organ, Word and Wit¬ 
ness. 

While the exact relationship between the whites and blacks in the 
Church of God in Christ is uncertain, two things seem clear. First, the 
Church of God in Christ was not a fully integrated communion, and, sec¬ 
ond, the independent course taken by the whites was by mutual consent. 
In 1914, the leading white ministers of the Church of God in Christ were 
chiefly responsible for organizing the Assemblies of God at Hot Springs, 
Arkansas—an action that ended their connections with the black Church 
of God in Christ. Nevertheless, no hostility, racial or other, seems to 
have been involved, since Bishop Mason addressed that organizing meet¬ 
ing and gave his blessing to the new denomination. Although nearly all 
the white Church of God in Christ ministers joined the Assemblies of 
God, a few remained with the black group. Moreover, the Assemblies of 
God included a substantial number of black Pentecostals from the North 
and upper Midwest who had not been associated with the Church of God 
in Christ. During the first couple of years, integrated congregations were 
common among Assemblies people, especially in the North. And at least 
one black, George T. Haywood, achieved renown, though not high of¬ 
fice, in the Assemblies. 42 

Following the Oneness schism, however, the Assemblies became an all 
but “lily white” denomination. If this was fortuitous it may also have 
been fortunate from the standpoint of the white Trinitarian majority. For 
there is at least the hint of racial antipathy in the records of the 1916 
Council meeting that brought the final split over the New Issue. Hay¬ 
wood, the black Oneness champion, was singled out for derision at the 
hands of the Trinitarians. In a clearly recognized allusion to Haywood 
and his periodical, A Voice Crying in the Wilderness , T. K. Leonard 
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called the doctrines of the Unitarians “hay, wood and stubble,” and 
charged that “they are all in the wilderness and they have a voice in the 
wilderness.” In the words of an Assemblies’ chronicler: 

Haywood turned pale and started to rise to his feet, but was pulled back into 
his chair by those sitting near him. . . . Gilbert Sweaza, a member from 
Southeast Missouri, red-faced and indignant, stomped out the door. Voices 
from both sides were raised in protest, and it was sometime before things 
quieted down. . . . From that time on, the advocates of the new doctrine 
took little part in the discussions, having come to the conclusion that opposi¬ 
tion would be futile: the tide had definitely turned against them. 43 

Could it have been that racial animosities had contributed to the turn of 
the tide? Was the emergence of the Assemblies as a de facto “lily white” 
denomination a wholly unanticipated or unwelcome consequence of 
the doctrinal struggle? Since 1916, except for a few black faces here and 
there in urban congregations of the Northeast, the Assemblies has 
remained a white man’s church. 

The Pentecostals proved unable to resist the xenophobic impulses of 
the 1920’s. During the initial dynamic phase of the Pentecostal move¬ 
ment, Parham’s racial prejudices, clearly apparent in his earliest writ¬ 
ings, 44 were held in abeyance. But following his ostracism from the 
movement as a whole, these underlying racial hostilities, nurtured per¬ 
haps by his rejection at the hands of his black protege, Seymour, burst 
forth. Looking back on the Azusa Street meetings he had attended in the 
fall of 1906, during which he had been asked to leave, Parham said: 

There was a beautiful outpouring of the Holy Spirit in Los Angeles. . . . 
Then they pulled off all the stunts common in old camp meetings among col¬ 
ored folks. . . . That is the way they worship God, but what makes my soul 
sick, and make[s] me sick at my stomach is to see white people imitating 
unintelligent, crude negroism of the Southland, and laying it on the Holy 
Ghost. 45 

By the mid-20’s, Parham was writing articles for the racist, anti-Semi¬ 
tic, anti-Catholic periodical of Gerald B. Winrod at Wichita, Kansas. Re¬ 
ferring to the Klansmen, for whom he preached on occasion, as “those 
splendid men,” Parham said that personal conversion and revival were 
necessary before they could expect to “realize their high ideals for the 
betterment of mankind.” 46 Aimee McPherson also preached at Klon- 
vocations occasionally. Some dozen years after its founding. Sister Ai¬ 
mee’s International Church of the Foursquare Gospel claimed only 25 
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black members, who were organized separately within the denomina¬ 
tion. 47 

Leading Pentecostal periodicals criticized the Klan and advised their 
readers to avoid it, but not because of its violent nativism. The official 
organ of the Assemblies of God, for example, conceded that “there may 
be true Christians in the Klan,” but went on to say “they are severely 
misguided” since true Christians should not join secret, oath-bound so¬ 
cieties. Criticism of the Klan on these grounds, with no mention of its 
racial and religious policies, was the typical Pentecostal attitude during 
the 1920’s. 48 

It was during the 1920’s that the color line was drawn through the 
Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee). Except in the state of Florida 
during the years 1915-17, integration was the rule in the Church of God 
at the state and national levels, and fairly common even at the congrega¬ 
tional level, until 1921. At the Annual Assembly of that year, the blacks 
were reorganized separately from the grass roots on up to their own black 
overseer. “I do not like any separations between nationalities and races,” 
explained A. J. Tomlinson somewhat apologetically, “and yet it is not 
always convenient, neither is it best, for different races to meet together 
regularly for worship.” The only connection between the racial segments 
of the Church of God for the next four years was the attendance of the 
white and black overseers at one another’s segregated Annual As¬ 
semblies. Following the adoption of a resolution by the whites in 1926, 
black congregations were granted the right to send delegates to the white 
Assembly each year if they so desired. Few did. 49 

Even the Oneness Pentecostals, the most bi-racial wing of the move¬ 
ment, succumbed eventually to the color line. The Pentecostal As¬ 
semblies of the World was a fully integrated fellowship at every level 
from its founding in 1913, and especially so after 1917 when the predom¬ 
inantly white General Assembly of the Apostolic Assemblies merged into 
it to create a fairly even racial balance. The blacks, however, constituted 
a majority in the North, while the whites bulked larger in the South. 
Since the national conventions, like everything else, were integrated, it 
proved necessary to hold them above the Mason-Dixon line. Owing to the 
meager financial resources of the denomination, delegates to the conven¬ 
tion were required to provide their own fare. This meant that relatively 
few Southerners, who had the longest distance to travel, could afford to 
attend. The upshot was that the whites as a whole found themselves con¬ 
sistently outnumbered and outvoted at the national conventions. The 
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blacks too became dissatisfied when the Southern whites began to follow 
a de facto policy of segregation at the local level. The whites’ explana¬ 
tion, that the prevailing mores of the region necessitated such a policy, 
was unacceptable to the blacks. 50 

As early as 1921 some of the white ministers began to hold Bible con¬ 
ferences of their own, and at the General Convention of 1924 a clean 
break was made when most of them left to organize several smaller asso¬ 
ciations. None of these fellowships was notably successful, however, and 
they began shortly to merge together. 51 

The largest of these white groups, the Apostolic Churches of Jesus 
Christ, opened discussions with the Pentecostal Assemblies of the World, 
looking toward the restoration of an integrated Oneness body. In 1931, at 
St. Louis, the merger was consummated with the creation of the Pen¬ 
tecostal Assemblies of Jesus Christ. But once again, from the outset, the 
same problems arose that had plagued the Pentecostal Assemblies of the 
World in its earlier integrated phase. A group of blacks bolted almost im¬ 
mediately to renew the charter of incorporation for the Pentecostal As¬ 
semblies of the World before it expired. 52 

Dissension continued between the blacks and whites in the new Pen¬ 
tecostal Assemblies of Jesus Christ and led once more to disruption. The 
whites’ announcement that the convention of 1937 would be held in 
Tulsa, Oklahoma—a site unacceptable to the blacks—brought about the 
final split. Nearly all the blacks left to rejoin the Pentecostal Assemblies 
of the World; none showed up as delegates to the Tulsa convention. 53 

From 1937 on, then, the Oneness Pentecostals, like the Second Work 
and Finished Work Trinitarians, were largely divided along racial lines, 
despite their greater efforts over a longer period of time to resist the 
segregationist impulse. The predominantly black Pentecostal Assemblies 
of the World, however, continued to harbor a sizable white minority in 
its ranks, and thereby succeeded in retaining more of the movement’s 
original integrated character than any other important Pentecostal denomi¬ 
nation. 

Yet, while the Pentecostals were largely organized into racially sepa¬ 
rate fellowships, this did not mean there was no contact between the 
races. Pentecostals of different persuasions and affiliations have always 
had the custom of visiting one another’s services and joining together in 
revival campaigns, conventions, and camp meetings. This practice of 
“fellowshipping” often transcended racial barriers, especially in North¬ 
ern urban areas, but elsewhere as well. Integrated Pentecostal meetings 
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continued to be common even after the organizational separation of the 
races. 54 Taken as a whole, Pentecostals have probably retained as much 
contact and friendship between racial and, it might be added, ethnic 
groups as have the adherents of any other religious community in 
America. 

The survival and growth of the Pentecostal movement despite the enor¬ 
mity and intensity of internal controversy and its singularly fragmented 
character were regarded by Pentecostals as something of a miracle. Each 
controversial issue was viewed by some group of Pentecostals as a de¬ 
monic assault aimed at destroying the new movement, and the weathering 
of these attacks as proof of God’s determination to preserve his work. Yet 
it may well be that the movement survived and grew, not in spite of these 
fratricidal conflicts, but because of them. Without the continuing stimulus 
provided by such agitation, the movement may have atrophied and died. 
Controversy became the very life and breath of the Pentecostal move¬ 
ment. 55 

Each new controversy arising anywhere among Pentecostals was soon 
known and discussed elsewhere. Periodicals reflecting every school of 
Pentecostal thought and even non-Pentecostal viewpoints were avidly 
read and passed on, thereby reaching numbers far exceeding circulation 
figures. Because of the practice of “fellowshipping,” even minor dissen¬ 
sions within a single congregation would quickly spread to others. 

Constant discussion, debate, the looking up of proof-texts, the neces¬ 
sity of taking a stand on innumerable issues of doctrine, polity, and prac¬ 
tice—all these aroused and engaged the interests and passions of the Pen¬ 
tecostals. One’s response to each new revelation was seen as a matter of 
great, often eternal import. The act of decision, then, dignified and en¬ 
hanced the sense of individual worth. 

Nor were the divisions flowing from controversy entirely liabilities. 
While they precluded the combination of their material resources for 
more effective allocation, those resources were extremely meager to 
begin with. The greatest asset of the movement was, after all, its human 
resources. Division meant competition. Pentecostal preachers and laymen 
alike were impelled to redouble their efforts to win converts and restore 
fellow Pentecostals in view of the devil’s success in “deceiving even the 
very elect.” Rivalry among Pentecostals for converts gave the movement 
added impetus. 

Moreover, because Pentecostal leaders entrenched themselves in their 
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^positions, controversy became an institutionalized method for removing 
pastors and denominational officials or, failing that, establishing new 
fellowships. Internal dissension and schism constituted a means for the 
upward mobility of new leaders, either within existing organizations or 
through the creation of new ones. The multiplicity of Pentecostal groups, 
and the ease with which new ones could be started provided numerous 
positions of authority to which the ambitious and the talented could 
aspire. 

Finally, discord and division had the effect of accelerating the normal 
process of institutionalization. Official doctrinal statements, rules, regula¬ 
tions, norms of behavior, and hierarchical bureaucratic structures—all 
widely condemned in the earliest years of the movement—were increas¬ 
ingly adopted and extended in order to resist each new “heresy” or safe¬ 
guard each new “truth.” Protecting the faithful from subversion necessi¬ 
tated institutionalization, and with institutionalization came a higher level 
of stability and an increase in the likelihood of survival. 



XI 


The Rejection of the World 


All millenarian mov ements contain progressive-revolutionary potential^ 

Their criti cism of the status q uo may be direct or veiled, but th eir visio n 
and call for a new^ sociaL order is in itself a condemnation of the present 
one. The degree to which the revolutionary potenti al of a millenaria 
movement is realized depends upon how it vie ws the ^omir! 

If the movement sees itself as the divine agent for building the Millen¬ 
nium within the present, then reform or revolution will be the likely 
result. If it sees the Millennium being brought in miraculously from the 
outside without human effort, then withdrawal and accommodation will 
more likely be the consequence. The choice between these conceptions is 
not accidental, but is determined by such things as the class character, 
material and intellectual resources, ideology, and psychology of the 
movement, as well as the structure and stability of the social order. 

I have earlier noted the great store of hostility and aggressiveness of 
the early Pentecostals, and have maintained that it arose from the frustra¬ 
tions imposed by their class position. If that hostili^ JiadjQund-its natural^~ x 
outlet, the Pentecostals .wouli have^tmggled^a^nsrthbse responsible j 

for their adverse social circumstances. They would have_been^social re--^ 

formers or social revoluti onaries. But because tfieir aggressive-impulses 
were displaced from their rightful object^ they becameconservative-and 
reactionary. 

In the earliest years the Pentecostal movement did indeed evidence the 
revolutionary potential of all millenarian movements, but conservative el¬ 
ements eventually triumphed over revolutionary and progressive ones. 
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The most remarkable manifestation of Pentecostal progressivism was its 
interracial, multi-ethnic composition. This was in itself a radical criticism 
of prevailing race relations and a radical departure from them. But, as we 
have seen, in time the Pentecostals succumbed to segregation. 

This same mixture of revolutionary and conservative tendencies and 
the developing predominance of the latter was evident in Pentecostal atti¬ 
tudes toward social reform, the state and the political process, capitalism, 
and established religion. As millenarian hopes subsided, social criticism 
gave way to the celebration of the American way and radical impulses 
were submerged in a sea of conservatism and reaction. 


h It will be remembered that until the closing decades of the 19th cen- 
^Ufy, revivalism, holiness, and social reform were integral and mutually 
^importing elements within the mainstream of evangelical Protestantism. 
Timothy Smith corrected an older view by showing that mid-19th-century 
ry valism and holiness were not socially reactionary. As postmillen- 
ipialists, revivalistic and holiness leaders were committed to Christianiz¬ 
ing America and the world. They were active in establishing benevolent 
societies and religious institutions that ministered to social and material as 


well as religious needs; they threw themselves into the temperance cru¬ 
sade, and many of their converts became ardent champions of various 
reform movements. 1 


But while Smith’s conclusion that “liberalism on social issues, not re¬ 
action, was the dominant note which evangelical preachers sounded be¬ 
fore I860” 2 is probably correct, we should recognize that the dominant 
note was sounded with some ambivalence. On the question of slavery— 
the most burning social issue of the day—some, like Phoebe Palmer, in¬ 
sisted that religious institutions should maintain a neutral stance, while 
others, like Charles G. Finney, were cautious and hesitant. 3 

This ambivalence is understandable when we realize that the holiness 
revivalists perceived the mission of the Church to be the regeneration and 
reform of individuals (salvation and sanctification). Too great an empha¬ 
sis on this could, of course, lead to privatism and the neglect of Christian 
social obligations, but too great an emphasis on social reform could un¬ 
dermine the “spirituality” of the faithful and divert the Church from its 
central task. The latter seems to have been perceived as the greater threat. 
Since it was believed that individual regeneration was the chief means of 
social reform, it was assumed either that social reform would automati¬ 
cally result from the conversion of masses of individuals, or that it would 
be carried out by those who had a special “calling” to such work. In any 
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event, these attitudes militated against wholehearted corporate involve¬ 
ment of the churches and the benevolent societies in efforts to reform 
social institutions, much less the whole of society. 

I think that a great deal of wha t Smith calk social reform might more 
accurately be design ated as social welfare j)r poor relief that was ancillary 
to individual reform. Poor relief, of course, has been an integral part of 
the Christian tradition throughout its history. The more ardent advocates 
of holiness in the mid-nineteenth century may have been somewhat 
more active in such work than other church members, but much of it was 
conducted within denominational institutions such as extension missions 
and institutional churches, or interdenominational ones like the American 
Christian Commission, the YMCA r ahe-E^gehcal-Allianee^r and the 
Conven tion of Chr istianJWorkers.^For the period during which the Holi¬ 
ness movement remained entirely in the churches, it is hardly possible to 
assert that social welfare work was the concern of the Holiness movement 
in contradistinction to the denominations. 

ry When many Holiness believers left the churches to join the indepen¬ 
dent Holiness movement in the late 19th century, the social welfare V 
aspects of denominational work suffered and the generally conservative 
hierarchy of the denominations cooled toward such activity. This was 
because workers in the city missions were often the source of independent 
Holiness schisms from the denominations, 5 and because the emergent 
Social Gospelers were pressing for church involvement in social reform 
that would go well beyond poor relief. Both movements represented a 
threat to the position and authority of the established hierarchies. 

The part of the Holiness movement that embarked upon an independent 
course outside the established churches also evidenced a diminishing 
social concern and involvement, notwithstanding the notable exceptinn- nf 
.th e Salvation Army^ and its offshoot, the V olunteers of Amer ica—which, 
in any event, were not indigenous developments but British imports. 
These organizations and to a lesser extent many other independent Holi¬ 
ness institutions, certainly concerned themselves with more than personal 
salvation and piety. They established residential shelters, distributed food 
and clothing, and provided job training, placement, and direct employ¬ 
ment in industrial missions. They rendered material and moral support to 
the poor and the dissolute and did so without regard for the ethnic, racial, 
or sexual status of their clients. They frequently engaged in social criti¬ 
cism and occasionally became directly involved in political action to 
ameliorate the conditions of the poor. 6 
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But it would be a mistake to conclude that the independent Holiness 
people of the late 19th century were incipient Social Gospelers or that 
their intention or achievement was social reform. More so than their 
forebears, the independent Holiness people saw the source of social prob¬ 
lems in fallen human nature, which found expression in the social order 
through individual men. The solution was clear: men must be saved and 
sanctified, that is, morally regenerated as individuals. Thus, while con¬ 
siderable social welfare and some direct and indirect social reform ac¬ 
companied Holiness efforts, these must be seen as byproducts of a move¬ 
ment that was essentially and increasingly individualistic, not social, in 
orientation. “Soul-saving” remained the basic aim of the independent Ho¬ 
liness movement, and its ministry to the material needs of the poor was 
quite simply a necessary means to that end. As the superintendent of one 
Holiness mission put it, “if the transients are not interested in hearing the 
gospel, we’re not interested in feeding them.” 7 

The independent Holiness movement did indeed contain progressive el¬ 
ements, but its overall impact was, I believe, conservative. Certainly the 
leading professional revivalists who preached holiness and were held in 
high regard by the movement were conservative on most social, eco¬ 
nomic, and political issues. 8 Some spokesmen for the Holiness movement 
did, however, at times engage in denunciations of men of wealth, the un¬ 
just distribution of income, and the superior rights of property over 
human welfare, but such criticism was very infrequently followed by ac¬ 
tion to effect social change. As Norris Alden Magnuson says, “gospel 
welfare leaders made their primary contribution to social concern and 
social justice at the point of agitation for a change in attitude toward the 
lower classes.” 9 

Their influence upon the poor themselves was to inculcate honesty, so¬ 
briety, and hard work within the framework of submission to authority 
and acceptance of the status quo. Their belief in individual salvation and 
sanctification as the solution to society’s problems, as Magnuson says, 
“obviously worked to the benefit of the established order.” 10 Their 
generally hostile attitude toward labor unions and socialism did the same. 

While the ameliorative effects of Holiness social work, limited as it 
was, should not be underestimated, much less denigrated, its conservative 
effects must be recognized as far more significant. The nature and extent 
of Holiness social criticism and activism was such that the existing order 
could respond to it with extremely modest reforms or none at all. The en- 
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thusiastic praise and support of Holiness welfare work by employers, 
public officials, and the formulators of public opinion show clearly that 
far from viewing that work as a threat to social order, they rightly saw it 
as a bulwark of it. 11 

By the time of the first world war, the tension between individualistic 
pietism and social concern in the Holiness movement was broken. Indi¬ 
vidual pietism became largely the province of the sects and the Social 
Gospel triumphed in the commanding heights of the mainline denomina¬ 
tions. The independent Holiness churches began to move out of their 
downtown missions and into church buildings in residential middle-class 
neighborhoods, and in the process abandoned much of their social wel¬ 
fare work among the poor. 12 Within the Salvation Army and the Volun¬ 
teers of America the material emphasis had by then largely overshadowed 
individual salvation and sanctification. 13 It is hardly coincidental that it 
was precisely at this time that the Church of the Nazarene switched from 
postmillennialism to premillennialism, following a trend that began ear¬ 
lier in those regional Holiness associations that bolted from the ardently 
postmillennialist National Holiness Association. 14 

It was from within a Holiness movement that was becoming increas¬ 
ingly premillennialist, withdrawn from social concern and preoccupied 
with personal pietism that the Pentecostal movement was bom—and its 
original constituency came from those fringe groups that had already been 
repudiated by the main body of Holiness believers partly because those 
very trends were so much more advanced among them. 

Given the poor, working class character of the Pentecostal movement, 
it is hardly surprising that its faith centered on an imminent Millennium 
to be established by divine intervention on the Apocalyptic ruins of the 
present world. If the world could only grow worse and would soon be de¬ 
stroyed, there was little point in confronting it and struggling to make it 
better. “There is a false theology,” said the Pentecostal Evangel , “that 
tells us that the result of the influence of the Church and Christendom 
upon the world will be an age of peace. The Bible never teaches it.” 
Recounting the litany of the “signs of the times”—wars, famines, pesti¬ 
lence, false prophets, crime, and immorality—the article concluded that 
the Christian’s duty was “Save others! Save others! Save others!” 15 A 
writer for the Latter Rain Evangel prophesied these and greater calamities 
and asked, “What is the remedy for It? What can we do to arrest the 
downward current? Nothing! It is too late to patch up this old world. 
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. . . Our duty, our objective is to get men ready for the next age.” 16 

Discussing the “Christian’s Relation to World Reform,” the English 
Pentecostal J. T. Boddy told his American readers, 

In the face of the appeals made to the Christian today to join hands with the 
world in pushing its noisy reforms (most of which, whether secular or re¬ 
ligious, are Satan-inspired), what course should we pursue? ... let Caesar 
look after his own. . . . While reforms may serve as temporary plasters 
upon the moral ulcers of the world, they can never reach the seat of the 
trouble, to effect a permanent cure. . . . The world may be satisfied with 
patchwork . . .but the child of God should not be unequally yoked with un¬ 
believers and backsliders in their apparently worthy efforts for the self¬ 
betterment of the world. 

To those who might object to this stance with the question, “Would you 
let the world go to the devil, then?”, Boddy responded, “No certainly 
not; we don’t have to, it is there already. ... the only permanent 
remedy for the existing state of things . . . and the hope of this old, sin- 
wrecked world is the personal coming of Jesus into it.” 17 

Even institutions only modestly involved in charitable endeavors fell 
under Pentecostal condemnation, though not so much because of their 
philanthropy as for their secret, “oath-bound” character, and because 
their memberships were composed of “unbelievers.” All lodges were 
“unfruitful works of darkness” which would unite under Freemasonry, 
“the mother of them all,” and “go against the religion of Jesus Christ.” 
Parham gave up his membership in a lodge when he went Holiness and 
remained a critic of lodges thereafter. Lodge members were ineligible for 
membership in the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) and probably 
many other Pentecostal churches, for, as Robert A. Brown asked rhetori¬ 
cally in a sermon against Freemasonry, “What concord hath Christ with 
Belial?” 18 

That one looks in vain for any glimmer of Pentecostal social activism 
beyond individual acts of charity at the congregational level before the 
second world war is hardly surprising in a movement that coupled the 
\YMCA and the Student Volunteer Movement together with “Bolshe¬ 
vism” as “foreshadowings” of the reign of Antichrist. 19 The absence of 
ml social welfare work among first generation Pentecostals and its paucity 
thereafter is suggested by an Assemblies of God historian’s careful ac¬ 
counting of that denomination’s “welfare activities.” Nothing whatever 
is mentioned before the establishment in 1935 of a fund for aged minis- 
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ters, which was later revised so that these ministers themselves had to 
contribute to it from their salaries. A children’s home, founded earlier at 
the individual initiative of a Pentecostal woman, was incorporated into 
the organization in 1947, and a second one was set up in 1966. A “Home 
for the Aged’’ was established in 1948 but soon abandoned because it 
was “too costly to maintain.’’ A “Retirement Center’’ was opened in 
1960 to which an infirmary was added five years later. And disaster relief 
funds were distributed to rebuild several Assemblies churches that had 
been hard hit by a Louisiana hurricane in 1962. 20 This is the sum total of 
more than a half-century of “welfare activities’’ by the world’s largest 
and wealthiest Pentecostal denomination. The record of other Pentecostal 
churches is similar, except for some black groups in recent years. 

In a 1968 “Statement of Social Concern,’’ the Assemblies continued to 
assert the original position that social ills were caused by man’s sinful na¬ 
ture and that while “community-betterment projects and legislative action 
on social improvement . . . should be prominent in our society,’’ these 
could only deal with “symptoms.’’ The real solution could be found only 
in “the power of the Holy Spirit to change the lives of men.’’ While 
“racism’’ was deplored and “equal opportunity’’ praised, greater empha¬ 
sis was laid upon the condemnation of “rebellion,’’ “devised confronta¬ 
tions,’’ “clashes,’’ and “revolution” and upon the support of “law en¬ 
forcement.” Any clear-cut institutional commitment to integration or 
social justice was carefully avoided. 21 

In a 1934 article entitled “The Solution to the World’s Problems,” the 
Latter Rain Evangel proclaimed that “These troubles, political, social, 
industrial, religious and otherwise can never be settled until the glorious 
Son of God comes back. . . . The question is now, How shall we escape 
the Tribulation period?” 22 As late as 1958 the general superintendent of 
the Assemblies of God, Ralph M. Riggs, echoed these sentiments when 
he said, “the human race has reached the end of the present age and 
is passing into a new era which will bring great tribulation to the non- 
Christians but great triumph to the Christians,” and that the objective of 
the Pentecostal movement was ‘ To give people a chance to come into the 
ark of safety before the storm.” 23 Not society, but the individual; not 
reform, but escape—that has been the heart of Pentecostal social 
theory. 24 

The Pentecostal movement was a force for social conservatism in that 
it abstained from social involvement and disparaged all social ameliora¬ 
tive efforts by others. Reform was futile because the degeneration and 
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dissolution of the present world system was prophesied in the Bible. 
Thus, by default, example, and discouragement of others, the Pentecos- 
tals contributed to the preservation of the status quo. Yet their wholesale 
condemnation of the world and all its works and their longing for the ful¬ 
fillment of its imminent destruction constituted a radical criticism of soci¬ 
ety. The Pentecostals were asocial in practice, but antisocial and therefore 
potentially revolutionary in impulse. 

The Christian Evangel expressed typical Pentecostal sentiments when 
it greeted the outbreak of the first world war with scarcely disguised 
jubilation: “War! War!! War!!!: The Nations of Europe Battle and Un¬ 
consciously Prepare the Way for the Return of the Lord Jesus to Establish 
His Kingdom Upon the Earth.” 25 Frank Bartleman pronounced that the 
war was God’s judgment on all nations, called on the innocent peoples of 
all nations to have no part in the war, and most strenuously denounced 
the pro-war appeals of religious leaders. “Patriotism,” lamented Bartle¬ 
man, “has been fanned into a flame. The religious passion has been 
invoked, and the national gods called upon for defense in each case. 
What blasphemy! . . . It is simply wholesale murder. It is nothing short 
of hell. And yet they glorify it.” 26 The Midnight Cry asserted that Pen¬ 
tecostals could not go to war “and still retain the Spirit of God.” 27 

When the United States entered the war, Pentecostal organizations ev¬ 
erywhere voiced the view that their members should seek either conscien¬ 
tious objector or non-combatant status. 28 The General Council of the As¬ 
semblies of God affirmed its conviction that the Bible teaches 
conscientious objection, but said that its members whose consciences 
allowed them to bear arms were free to do so. 29 A. J. Tomlinson’s 
Church of God was so outspoken in its criticism of combatant service that 
it was investigated by the United States Department of Justice for disloy¬ 
alty. 30 Some Pentecostals suffered persecution for preaching against the 
bearing of arms. 31 

To allay suspicions that resistance to military service might contain 
within it the seeds of resistance to state authority in general—which 
indeed it did—Pentecostal leaders strenuously protested their loyalty, 
obedience, and subservience to the government and its laws in all other 
respects. Thus, the Assemblies of God adopted a resolution of “unswerv¬ 
ing loyalty to our Government and to its Chief Executive, President Wil¬ 
son” and pledged itself “to assist in every way morally possible, consis¬ 
tent with our faith, in bringing the present ‘World War’ to a successful 
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conclusion.” Announcing with pleasure the expression of similar sen¬ 
timents by all the district councils, and the decision of the Texas District 
Council to cancel the ministerial credentials of anyone speaking against 
the government, the Christian Evangel told its readers, “Submit yourself 
to every ordinance of man for the Lords sake" because “ ‘the powers 
that be are ordained of God/ and if we resist them we ‘resist God.’ ” 32 
Submission to state authority was no mere wartime expedient, but 
rather a consistent orientation of the Pentecostal movement. The faithful 
were told to “recognize the officers of the law as God’s ministers,” and 
reminded that it was their “duty as Christian citizens” to respect, obey, 
and uphold all those in authority. 33 F. J. Lee preached a sermon entitled 
“Jesus Teaches Respect for the Law,” in which he quoted with approval 
the assertion of Cardinal Mercier that “There is no perfect Christian who 
is not also a perfect patriot.” 34 Donald Gee felt obliged to preface his 
denunciation of “unthinking patriotism” and the bearing of arms with the 
statement that 

It cannot be stated too emphatically that it is the duty of the Christian to be 
in subjection to the powers that be. . . . Absolute loyalty to the State must 
be the declared and actual policy of any section of the Christian church that 
aims at the approval of God . 35 

In time these sentiments undermined and reversed the Pentecostals’ ini¬ 
tial position on military service. In the interwar period the Church of 
God’s strong ruling “against members going to war” was revised to read 
“against going to war in combatant service,” and the General Confer¬ 
ence of the Pentecostal Holiness Church rejected the Oklahoma District’s 
motion to condemn military service and the bearing of arms. 36 During 
World War II, A. J. Tomlinson upheld the justice of the American cause 
and reassured those of his followers who chose to fight that responsibility 
for the bloodshed was not theirs but the government’s. 37 The Glad Tid¬ 
ings Herald proclaimed that the “enemies of the Gospel of Christ must 
not win this war” and lauded those Pentecostals who were “nobly serv¬ 
ing in the defense of civilization.” 38 The Pentecostal Holiness Church 
turned away from all resistance to military service and called for “total 
support of the war effort,” and its chief bishop, Dan T. Muse, con¬ 
demned the “foolhardy,” “fanatical” war protestors, saying that those 
who refused to register for the draft dishonored the cause of God. 39 The 
official position of the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) continued 
to be conscientious objection or refusal to bear arms, but few of its 
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members complied and at the very end of the war its stance was altered to 
reflect this. Members were allowed liberty of conscience to choose com¬ 
batant, non-combatant, or conscientious objector status. 40 The As¬ 
semblies of God also held fast to its conscientious objection or non- 
combatant stand during the war, but most of its members like those of 
nearly all other Pentecostal denominations chose to accept combatant ser¬ 
vice. Finally, in 1967, it too adopted the Church of God position. 41 

The Pentecostal acceptance of combatant military duty signalled the 
death of all resistance and the near total subservience of the movement to 
the authority of the state. The kind of patriotism and glorification of war 
that Bartleman had excoriated in 1915 were embraced by an Assemblies 
of God historian in 1954: 

The blood of the noble youth from the ranks of the Assemblies of God 
flowed with that of all others on the beaches of Anzio and Kwajalein and the 
battle-scarred hills of Iwo Jima and the Ardennes and they wrote a like 
glorious page in the history of our land with those of the other great churches 
of America . 42 

In the Korean and Vietnam conflicts, Pentecostals who sought conscien¬ 
tious objector or non-combatant classification were a rarity. 

On the infrequent occasions that Pentecostals took positions on public 
issues they almost always came down on the conservative side. Prohibi¬ 
tion was universally approved by Pentecostals, though they were not di¬ 
rectly active in bringing it about. Prohibition had been a goal of various 
reform movements down through the Progressive era, but whether it was 
in itself progressive is at least debatable. The primary purpose of prohibi¬ 
tion in the eyes of its proponents, including the Pentecostals, was moral 
reform of the individual and restraint of what were considered the baser 
instincts. At any rate, by the late 1920’s prohibition repeal, not prohibi¬ 
tion, was the more usual stance of progressive forces in the nation. Pen¬ 
tecostals universally applauded the adoption of national prohibition, 
strenuously castigated efforts to repeal it, and later called for its reinsti¬ 
tution. In a surprising departure from their usual recommendation to avoid 
political participation, some Pentecostal spokesmen urged their follow¬ 
ers to use the vote to prevent prohibition repeal. 43 Marie Brown, pastor 
of the largest Pentecostal church in New York City, denounced the Wets 
as the “worst enemies of civilization’’ and called on all Christians to 
vote for Hoover “a Christian man, level-headed and one who prays”— 
and one who opposed repeal. 44 
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Liberal efforts to achieve world peace were disparaged by Pentecostals. 
The League of Nations was “preparing the way of the Beast” and would 
eventually establish the Antichrist at its head. The League and the Kel- 
logg-Briand Peace Pact were futile because the world would end in death 
and destruction. 45 

The random pronouncements of Pentecostals on the reform administra¬ 
tion of Franklin D. Roosevelt were for the most part negative. The repeal 
of prohibition was criticized and the NR A was widely regarded as “the 
Mark of the Beast.” But Nathan Cohen Beskin was surely unique in his 
attempt “to prove the connection between the ‘New Deal’ and Jesui¬ 
tism.” 46 The editor of the Latter Rain Evangel also took a much more 
extreme view of the Roosevelt administration's diplomatic recognition of 
the Soviet Union than most Pentecostals: “The first Roosevelt made war 
on Spain at great cost to set the Cubans free. The second Roosevelt 
makes peace with Russian slave drivers to benefit from some of their 
blood money.” In recognizing the communist government of Russia, 
“we have made a covenant with hell.” 47 

But the reemergence of rebelliousness against the state inherent in such 
statements aroused fears of retaliation that some Pentecostal spokesmen 
sought to allay. The Glad Tidings Herald denounced the “wild specula¬ 
tion” that the NRA was the Mark of the Beast and said it placed Pen¬ 
tecostals “in a ridiculous position in the sight of the unbelieving world.” 
G. F. Taylor deplored the overemphasis on the NRA as the Mark of the 
Beast and said that while it may be a “forerunner of the Mark,” he 
preferred to view it as “a Christian system without Christ” that will, 
therefore, fail. Stanley H. Frodsham denied the implication of the New 
Republic that the Assemblies of God was anti-New Deal, protesting that 
“Not once have we ever criticized the President, his cabinet, his appoint¬ 
ments, or any member of Congress.” Even the writer who characterized 
recognition of the Soviet Union as a “covenant with hell” was quick to 
add, “I believe President Roosevelt is a good man but that he is domi¬ 
nated by a Christless and materialistic brain trust in Washington,” and 
that A1 Smith and numbers of “high brows” had pressured him into rec-/ 
ognition. 48 1 

But Pentecostal political inclinations were not conservative merely; 
they were often outrightly antidemocratic. “The Church of God,” said 
A. J. Tomlinson, that most autocratic of Pentecostals, “is theocratic in 
principle.” “God’s people,” he went on, “must be taught submission. They 
must be trained to bow to authority. They must learn obedience.” He 
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condemned democracy as “a breeder of heartaches and jealousies,” and 
a system in which “men are trained to work underhanded trickery for ad¬ 
vantage.” The Church of God, he boasted, is not, never has been and 
will never be a representative body. “To make it a representative body 
would make it more like a republic than a theocracy.” Ousted from lead¬ 
ership, partly because he was too extreme even for those who shared his 
preference for theocracy, Tomlinson founded a new church in 1923 in 
which, “eliminating elections forever,” he became general overseer for 
life with sole power to make all appointments in the organization. 49 

While Tomlinson’s determination to impose theocratic absolutism was 
frowned upon by most Pentecostals, the political reality underlying the 
variety of organizational forms within the movement was, as we have 
seen, autocracy. And Tomlinson’s antidemocratic views were widely 
shared by Pentecostals. Democracy was another of the many signs of the 
coming Apocalypse; it was “preparing the way for . . . Antichrist. ” The 
rise of Mussolini and Stalin was cited as proof that “democracy has gone 
to seed in dictatorship.” Democracy is mere “human government” and 
therefore Christless and doomed to destruction. “It will land this world in 
a welter of blood and death unparalleled . . . under its last head, An¬ 
tichrist.” 50 When asked whether it was permissible to join lodges, E. N. 
Bell revealed his antipathy to the democratic principle of majority rule. 
Christians should not join lodges, he said, because “the majority rules, 
and since the majority are almost invariably sinners this puts saints to be 
ruled over by their own consent by the decision of the ungodly.” 51 

In an article entitled “Making the World Safe for Satan” (a transparent 
allusion to Wilson’s wartime slogan), Stanley H. Frodsham, editor of the 
Pentecostal Evangel and prominent leader in the Assemblies of God, 
responded to the statement in the ecumenical periodical Interchurch 
World that “the hope of America is Democracy, and the Founder of De¬ 
mocracy was the founder of the Church.” Frodsham commented: 

Did Christ ever advocate this? No, He came preaching the Kingdom of God, 
a Kingdom in which God should be supreme and not man. . . . The Scrip¬ 
tures give one instance of the “triumph of democracy” in the life of Christ. 
It was when He was arraigned before Pilate and Pilate asked whether he 
should release unto the assembled crowd Jesus or Barabbas. And Barrabas 
was democracy’s choice. And when Pilate asked, “What shall I do then with 
Jesus, which is called Christ?” they all cried out, “Let Him be crucified.” 
This was democracy’s verdict. And yet we are told that the hope of this 
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country and the hope of the world is “Democracy”—democracy that is just 

the same at heart now as then. A poor hope, indeed ! 52 

On rare occasions, Pentecostals even expressed support for the restriction 
of First Amendment liberties. “Free speech granted by the Constitution is 
too broad for today,” said the Glad Tidings Herald , and should be re¬ 
stricted by legislation. The Pentecostal Evangel applauded the burning in 
Germany of Theodore Dreiser’s books, which were caricatured as deal¬ 
ing with “prostitutes” and “low love affairs.” “A book-burning time 
such as is described in Acts 19:19 would be a blessing to our land,” said 
the author, and “our government would do well to follow the Nazi gov¬ 
ernment in at least one respect.” 53 

But at least one Pentecostal leader, G. F. Taylor, had some kind words 
for democracy. “God’s ideal government,” said Taylor, “is autocracy,” 
but because of the Fall, God has permitted other governments, the best of 
which is democracy. The Apostle Paul taught democratic church govern¬ 
ment, the early Church practiced it, and “the church whose form of gov¬ 
ernment is fashioned after that of the government of the United States is 
the church that has the best form of government today.” While Taylor’s 
views implied an appreciation for democracy as a general principle, his 
remarks were largely restricted to the subject of church government, and 
it should be remembered that Taylor’s Pentecostal Holiness Church 
was episcopalian in structure and its leader was the autocratic, though 
moderate, J. H. King. 54 

Pentecostal inclinations toward conservatism and reaction were rarely 
registered in the political arena because the early Pentecostals were dis¬ 
tinctly hostile to political participation. Charles Parham had been active 
in the temperance crusade in Kansas while he preached for the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, but there is no evidence that he was involved in that or 
any other social or political movement after he became an independent 
Holiness and, later, Pentecostal preacher. A. J. Tomlinson had been ac¬ 
tive in politics in his youth, but when his friends asked him to vote after 
his conversion to Holiness, he answered, “No I will only vote for 
Jesus,” and, he reminisced years later, “I have never taken any part in 
politics since, nor gone to the polls and cast a ballot.” 55 

Voting was only infrequently prohibited, but also only infrequently en¬ 
couraged and then not, so far as I could determine, before the 1930’s. It 
was sometimes denigrated, mostly neglected, but usually tolerated. 56 All 
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political involvement beyond voting however was severely condemned 
because, as Frank Bartleman subtly remarked, “politics is rotten.” 57 “I 
don’t believe,” said W. T. Gaston, who would shortly become chairman 
of the Assemblies of God, “any Christian is ever authorized in the Word 
of God to put his nose into political business. We shall never get the 
world converted by legislation.” 58 When asked if “the saints” should 
vote, E. N. Bell, then chairman of the Assemblies, answered that, while 
he himself voted, “each is free to obey God as he sees it.” But Bell 
surely wanted others to follow his example when he said, “I do not mix 
in party politics.” 59 Members of the Pentecostal Holiness Church 
were forbidden to engage in “corrupt partisan politics,” and Glad Tidings 
Assembly of New York City announced that it was changing its name to 
Glad Tidings Tabernacle because “the political organizations in this city 
call their respective districts ‘assemblies,’ and we want to have no part, 
not even in a name, in present day politics.” 60 

The only exceptions I could find to the general avoidance of political 
involvement were S. Clyde Bailey, who was appointed chief of police in 
Marion, Illinois, in 1928 and later defeated in his campaign for mayor, 
and J. R. Flower, who served on the Springfield, Missouri, city council 
from 1953 to 1961 and on the Chamber of Commerce and the Commu¬ 
nity Chest executive committees. 61 

G. F. Taylor, who as we have seen championed democratic church or¬ 
ganization, was nevertheless opposed to all participation in the demo¬ 
cratic political process. 

The spirit of antichrist pervades the world today. It is that which is keeping 
things going as they are. There is not a government on earth that is not con¬ 
trolled by this spirit. It is useless to say that the Christian people should rise 
up by ballot and put such a spirit out. Such a thing is impossible. The spirit 
will continue to gain ascendancy until it culminates in the final Antichrist of 
the ages. All efforts to put it down are fruitless. The only thing we can do is 
seek to save individuals from its power . 62 

The antidemocratic and antipolitical pronouncements of the Pentecostals 
were scarcely concealed attacks upon the beliefs, values and forms of the 
existing political system and were in that sense revolutionary, but the spe¬ 
cific content of their radical criticism was reactionary. Since these same 
pronouncements reflected and inculcated attitudes that made the Pentecos¬ 
tals apolitical in practice, the objective effect was conservative because 
they presented no real challenge to the status quo. In the conflict between 
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revolutionary and conservative elements in Pentecostal political attitudes, 
conservatism and reaction predominated from the earliest years. In time, 
radical criticism of the political process would become virtually non-exis¬ 
tent and conservatism would prevail unalloyed. 

The underlying hatred for the existing social system and their place 
within it that fueled Pentecostal passions in the early years sometimes 
found expression in surprisingly radical anticapitalist statements. Charles 
Parham predicted that the Second Coming would be preceded by a class 
conflict in which “the government, the rich and the churches will be on 
one side and the masses on the other. . . . Capital must exterminate and 
enslave the masses or be exterminated. ... In this death struggle . . . 
the rich will be killed like dogs. ” Continuing in the same harrowing vein, 
Parham proclaimed, 

For a long time the voices of the masses have vainly sought for relief, by ag¬ 
itation and the ballot, but the governments of the world were in the hands of 
the rich, the nobles, and the plutocrats, who forestalled all legislative action 
in the interests of the masses, until the wage-slavery of the world became un¬ 
bearable; until the worm, long ground under the iron heel of oppression, 
begins to burn with vindictive fire, under the inspiration of a new patriotism 
in the interests of the freedom of the working class. Therefore, would it be 
considered strange if the overzealous already begin to use the only means at 
hand for their liberty—by bombs and assassination to destroy the monsters of 
government and society that stand in the way of the realization of their 
hopes? . . . Ere long Justice with flaming sword, will step from behind the 
pleading form of Mercy, to punish a nation which has mingled the blood of 
thousands of human sacrifices upon the altar of her commercial and imperial¬ 
istic expansion . 63 

Frank Bartleman echoed these anticapitalist convictions prior to Ameri¬ 
can entry into the first World War. He charged that the press had “sold 
out to England’’ and that the capitalists were pressuring the government 
to lead the nation into war. 

Our war party, powder and ammunition manufacturers, etc., see their oppor¬ 
tunity at this crisis with us. A fortune in war supplies and provisions await 
our merchants, manufacturers and capitalists. They are willing to plunge our 
nation even into war to get this. Our rulers dare not say no to them if they 
hope to retain their offices . 64 

Pentecostals generally regarded the concentration of wealth in the 
hands of men like J. P. Morgan and John D. Rockefeller, and the growth 
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of the trusts as signs of the Second Coming, foreshadowings of the Beast 
or the Antichrist. 65 But the growth of labor unions was an equally authen¬ 
tic sign of the End. Despite his strong working-class sympathies, even 
Parham was more negative than positive on labor unions. Responding to 
the view of many Pentecostals that lodges and labor unions were anti- 
Christian, Parham said, 

While we are not personally a member of any lodge, or union, neither have 
we aught against them, for if the church had done its duty in feeding the 
hungry and clothing the naked, these institutions would not have existed, 
sapping the life of the church . . . . upon the ascension to power of the An¬ 
tichrist, a world-wide union or protective association will be organized by 
the fanatical patriotic followers, and one will be compelled to subscribe to 
this union or association, and receive a literal mark in the right hand or 
forehead, or he cannot buy or sell . 66 

Ambivalence toward labor unions and the working class was also evident 
in James McAlister’s statement that, 

Whilst our sympathies are with every just claim of labor for shorter hours 
and better wages, and whilst we support all that is good in Socialism as 
against the greed of capital and the crime of profiteering, we cannot but feel 
that Democracy [unionism?] is intoxicated with the wine of lawlessness, and 
is in danger of insensate deeds of violence which will bring rivers of blood 
and a rain of tears [the postwar strikes ?]. 67 

But few other Pentecostals were either ambivalent or ambiguous in 
their attitudes toward labor unions. “Satan,” said J. R. Flower, “has 
sent out into the world evil spirits which are gathering the people together 
in unions, labor, political, financial, religious and national, all of which 
will finally be united in one great union opposed to Christ and his peo¬ 
ple.” 68 The postwar wave of strikes was credited by the editor of the 
Pentecostal Evangel to Bolshevist influence. 69 A writer for the Apostolic 
Evangel told of a friend who used to hold a high position in a labor 
union, “experience taught him that they [unions] were controlled by the 
spirit that is absolutely antagonistic to the Holy Spirit, and he got out. 
... If you obey Him, He will bring you out all right, in spite of all the 
unions in the world and the devil at the head of them.” 70 C. E. Robin¬ 
son, in a letter to Stanley H. Frodsham, said, 

Antichrist is in the world today in the form of labor unionism. It put up 
Stalin. It put up Hitler. It put up Mussolini. It has the balance of power polit¬ 
ically in this country, and will appoint a dictator to dictate to the President 
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we elect as it does to the King of Italy. I have long considered the Labor 
Unions the most sinister thing in our government. . . . 71 

At its 1912 convention, the Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) 
adopted a resolution barring members of labor unions from church mem¬ 
bership. Two years later this was softened to accept those who merely 
paid union dues but took no part in union meetings or other activities. But 
the year following, this was stiffened to accept as church members only 
those who had union dues withheld by their employers, because “such 
members are not responsible, but it is happened unto them according to 
the Scriptures, ‘Behold, the hire of the laborers who have reaped down 
your fields, . . . is . . . kept back by fraud.’ ’’ The 1922 annual Assem¬ 
bly rejected a motion to return to the original position by those who 
argued that no member should pay dues in any way because the money 
was used to finance strikes and violence. 72 

The official position of the Pentecostal Holiness Church was that their 
members could join unions but could not hold union office, attend union 
meetings, or engage in labor-management conflicts. Later this was modi¬ 
fied to permit involvement in “legal efforts on the part of labor to prevent 
oppression and injustice from capitalism.’’ 73 

The wave of strikes in the cotton mills of the South during the 1930’s 
found most Pentecostal (and Holiness) preachers standing with the opera¬ 
tors against the strikers. In a mill at Danville-Schoolfield, Virginia, a pas¬ 
tor of a local Pentecostal Holiness Church encouraged his church 
members to cross the picket lines and go to work. When his church build¬ 
ing was dynamited by the strikers, the mill-owners rewarded him with a 
plot of land and building funds for a new church. 74 Mill-owner financial 
support to various churches was for the express purpose of enlisting the 
clergy to keep the workers manageable and quiescent. Yet union orga¬ 
nizers often found it easier to recruit Pentecostal and other sectarian 
church members (as distinct from pastors) into unions than members of 
the more established denominations. 75 

As unionism became an accepted feature of the social order after the 
New Deal, the attitudes of Pentecostals altered accordingly. Yet this was 
more the result of expediency than conviction. A deeply rooted suspicion 
of unions is still typical of many Pentecostals including those who hold 
union membership. Pentecostal preachers exhorted the faithful to be 
“submissive and kind in your relations with your customers, employers, 
work mates and neighbors,’’ but when the chips were down, submission 
to employers came first. 76 



212 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


Pentecostal opposition to working-class movements more radical than 
unionism was outspoken and unambiguous. The IWW, anarchists, social¬ 
ists, and communists all partook of the “spirit of Antichrist.” Bolsheviks 
were terroristic, violent, and criminal; they were enemies of peace, re¬ 
ligion, marriage, the family, and law and order. The root cause of Bol¬ 
shevism was atheism, and atheism was the result of theological liberalism 
or Modernism, a point we shall return to. Red was the symbol of Com¬ 
munism, it was believed, because it was the color of sin. 77 “Our own 
beloved land,” said the Glad Tidings Herald , “has been secretly invaded 
by the leavening enemy of Communism and other forces that are . . . 
working toward the overthrow of our government.” 78 

Pentecostal ism was a counteracting force against radicalism. Otto 
J. Klink had been a socialist in his native Germany and an anarchist dur¬ 
ing his first years in this country. In 1910, he said, he had been sent to 
assassinate President Taft in Bronx Park but the President did not show 
up. Following his conversion to Pentecostalism, Klink proudly pro¬ 
claimed, “I still preach the general strike. . . . Not against the organized 
government, however, or against the rulers that are now in power, but a 
general strike against the old devil.” 79 Thus did Pentecostalism trans¬ 
form anticapitalist resistance into subservience. 


t / 


Nowhere were Pentecostal hostilities against established authority more 
fully expressed or more long-lived than in their condemnation of other 
religious institutions and movements. “Glancing at the religions of the 
world,” said the Pentecostal Holiness Advocate , “the Pentecostal people 
will take most all of them to be antichristian. ... We would put the 
Catholics as antichristian at once. . . . Take the branches of the Protes¬ 
tant Church, and we would term the most of them antichristian.” 80 

The Protestant denominations, in the opinion of the Pentecostals, had 
turned away from true Christianity and adopted “churchianity.” Formal¬ 
ism, liturgy, and organization had destroyed true spiritual religion in the 
churches. They were “cold” and “dead,” “having the form of godliness 
but denying the power thereof.” Worship was devoid of personal testi¬ 
mony periods, “amens,” “hallelujas,” and all evidence of the Spirit’s 
presence. “The organized church,” said Bartleman, “has largely proven 
a tremendous framework of form and ceremony built up against God.” 81 

The Protestant clergy were filled with “head” knowledge in the “cem¬ 
eteries” (seminaries) where they became D.D.’s (which was “invariably 
interpreted to mean ‘Dumb Dogs’ ”). They were not “taught of the 
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Spirit” and were therefore ignorant, even “anti-intellectual” because 
God’s wisdom can never be acquired by the merely “human” or “natu¬ 
ral” mind. “Satan,” said Howard Goss, “went to work on the 
preachers.” They no longer preached salvation and holiness, but deliv¬ 
ered dull and dreary sermons on social and political matters. Some 
smoked and chewed tobacco, drank, swore, and told “shady stories” to 
ingratiate themselves with laymen. They were “whitewashed sepulchres, 
full of dead men’s bones.” “They are not able to bring men to Christ,” 
said J. W. Welch, “and so they are working along the line of educat¬ 
ion.” 82 

Responding to denominational criticisms of the Pentecostal movement, 
Elijah Clark wrote, 

I had rather worship where devils are cast out, than to go and worship where 
the devil reigns. ... All you have to do to become a Christian there is 
shake hands with the preacher, or sign a card, or just be baptized in water, 
go on in your sins and go as straight to hell when you die as Lindbergh flew 
to France, yet they will pat you on the shoulder and call you a Christian, if 
you pay well . 83 

When asked if “the saints” could join “sectarian churches” (that is, the 
denominations), E. N. Bell replied, “I see no way how one can be true to 
God, not compromise and yet stay in these churches.” 84 

It is hardly surprising, given the “esteem” in which they held the 
mainline denominations, that the Pentecostals assiduously spumed the 
tenor of their worship. Services were held in brush arbors, private homes, 
tents, the open air, or rented halls (an “upper room” if possible) in pref¬ 
erence to church buildings. Organs, altars, sometimes even pulpits, 
trained choirs, robes, and clerical collars were “out,” pianos, guitars, 
tambourines, saxophones, trumpets, extemporaneous singing, praying, 
and preaching were “in.” Children were neither baptized at birth nor 
confirmed in adolescence, but “dedicated to the Lord” at birth and bap¬ 
tized only after undergoing “the new birth” experience. Baptism was 
always by immersion and took place in a lake or river, but seldom a baptis¬ 
try. As Eugene N. Hastie said, 

With some workers there was a general aversion to anything resembling the 
nominal churches. Formality, read sermons, memorized prayers, classical 
singing and the use of “big” words were generally detested. The preachers 
were never called “Reverend.” Everybody was brother and sister so and 
so . 85 
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There were those who “had religion” and there were those, like the 
Pentecostals, who “had Christ” and nothing but contempt for “re¬ 
ligion.” The Pentecostals created a kind of anti-Establishment Protes¬ 
tantism that was anticlerical, antitheological, antiliturgical, antisacramen- 
tal, antiecclesiastical, and indeed, in a sense, antireligious. Inherent in 
Pentecostal scorn of the denominational clergy and the tenor of its wor¬ 
ship were clear indications of class antagonism. Parham, with character¬ 
istic subtlety, wrote, 

with fire and sword the masses will utterly destroy the modem churches with 
vengeance, for they will be permitted of God to punish them for their pride, 
pomp, deadness, dearth and unfaithfulness . 86 

Real Christian unity, the Pentecostals believed, could be brought about 
only by the Spirit working in the Spirit-baptized. The ecumenical move¬ 
ment, therefore, was deplored as a misguided attempt to achieve unity 
through “man-made organizations” that compromised true Christianity 
and “yoked” believers together with unbelievers. Ecumenicism was 
“Religious Babylonianism.” 87 “Satan’s superman,” said J. W. Welch 

is on the way; the modern church along with the nations, unconscious of 
what they are doing, are leading their efforts directly to the establishment of 
conditions for the Antichrist to take supreme control. This “get-together” 
idea is nothing other than that. . . . They have not only lost the vision of in¬ 
dividual salvation, but have gone so far from the vision of the gospel that 
they are actually talking boastfully about saving the world through this great 
brotherhood of man. God help them ! 88 

Not just the Federal Council of Churches, but the Interchurch World 
Movement, the Foreign Missions Conference of North America, the In¬ 
ternational Sunday School Association, and virtually every inter¬ 
denominational cooperative venture were inspired by the spirit of An¬ 
tichrist, and would eventually merge with business, labor, and other 
conglomerates to form that one great union over which the Antichrist 
himself would preside. 89 

At the root of the deplorable condition of the mainline churches was 
apostacy. The denominations had succumbed to Modernism and aban¬ 
doned “the faith once delivered to the saints.” “Infidelic ‘Higher Crit¬ 
icism’ ”—the historical and scientific reexamination of the Bible— 
denied the inerrancy of the Word of God. Evolutionary theory was dia¬ 
metrically opposed to the Genesis account of divine creation. “No true 
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Christian can believe in Evolution. If Evolution is right, then the Bible is 
wrong, and Christ is wrong.” Modernism, the Pentecostals believed, de¬ 
nied the Virgin birth of Jesus and taught that salvation came through fol¬ 
lowing his teachings. This was “bloodless Christianity,” a rejection of 
the true doctrine of salvation through faith in the substitutionary atone¬ 
ment of Jesus’ crucifixion, and in his literal, physical resurrection. The 
“new birth” as a crisis experience was replaced by the Modernist notion 
of “Christian nurture.” Apocalyptic premillennialism was jettisoned for 
the belief of the Modernists that the Social Gospel and Ecumenicism 
were building the Kingdom of God on earth. And the Modernists’ dis¬ 
belief in miracles past and present was a denial of the power of the Holy 
Spirit. 90 “The religious battle of the last days,” said W. T. Gaston, “is 
clearly drawn before this generation. It is between natural and supernatu¬ 
ral religion.” 91 The Pentecostal Evangel warned its readers to “Beware 
of the Scribes,” for “The modernist pulpit today is preparing the audi¬ 
ence, the constituency, for the Antichrist,” and its message will not be 
“ ‘Crucify Him’—the Christ, but ‘Enthrone him’—the Antichrist.” 92 

Modernism was, they believed, a product of the German intellectuals 
whose teachings were responsible for the first world war. Modernism was 
synonymous with atheism, and atheism was the heart of Bolshevism. 
“The triangle of Satan is atheism, evolution and modern theology.” 93 
They “go hand in hand and are inseparable, and the Bolsheviks join 
heartily with them in their denial of the inspiration of the Holy Scrip¬ 
tures.” 94 Otto Klink, the would-be assassin of President Taft, attributed 
his political radicalism to his acceptance of Modernism while studying 
theology at the University of Berlin. 95 N. J. Poysti, on his return from a 
trip to the Soviet Union, said, “I believe, if Bolsheviks will take control 
of the United States, all Modernist preachers and churches will be in high 
honor and will be recognized as the state religion for the United 
States.” 96 

In a unique interpretation, J. C. Whalte fused Modernism, Bolshevism 
and Ecumenicism into a single Apocalyptic vision: 

Lenine [sic] is simply the awful shadow of the great Red king who is surely 
coming to reign over a great Red world. Not only will the Beast be a Red, 
but the Woman, the harlot, that rides and controls the Beast, will also be a 
Red. She will be arrayed in scarlet (Rev. 17:4). This red harlot symbolizes 
the coming world federation of religions. It will be a Red religion that will 
flaunt the red flag of communism, and drench the world with the red blood 
of the martyrs. Keep your eyes on the Red religion O man of God. Watch! 
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Its theme is communism, federation, social service and the red light of spirit 
seances. 97 

However severe the Pentecostals were in their assessment of other 
Protestant churches, they were at least willing to concede that within the 
denominations there were some “gospel” churches (as distinct from the 
“full gospel” Pentecostal churches) and many true, though misguided, 
Christians. No such concessions were granted to Roman Catholicism. 

The Christian Church, according to the Pentecostals, had fallen away 
from the original gospel by the time of Constantine and this ‘ ‘backslidden 
Church of God resulted in the formal coldness and scum of spirituality 
which collected itself together into what is now known as the Catholic 
Church ... the daughter of fornication and adultery and therefore an 
harlot.” 98 The Roman Catholic Church was the “great whore” and 
“mother of harlots” referred to in the Revelation of St. John. Catholi¬ 
cism was 

/ 

Satan’s great masterpiece of deception ... a false system [with] a counter¬ 
feit god, the pope; a counterfeit savior, Mary; a counterfeit mediator, Mary; 
a counterfeit advocate with the Father, Mary, the priest and the saints, . . . 
a counterfeit priesthood of erring men. 99 

Catholicism was a resurrection of the ancient, pagan, and idolatrous 
“cult of Babylon” whose worship of the “Queen of Heaven” has its 
counterpart in the worship of the Virgin Mary. 100 Commenting on the 
death of Pope Pius X, the editor of the Christian Evangel said that al¬ 
though Pius had been a good man in private life, he had been “head of a 
gigantic religious machine that has cursed the world. . . . The Pope was 
behind the bloodiest wars Europe has ever known. ... He caused the 
most innocent and purest souls to be tortured, maimed, murdered and 
burnt.” 101 The Pope was the forerunner of the Antichrist and, according 
to their sacred numerology, the value of the inscription on his crown was 
666, the Mark of the Beast. One Pentecostal spokesman held that the 
“Black Pope,” the General of the Society of Jesus, was the Antichrist 
and that “the 60,000 Jesuit laymen” in America were the “secret police 
of the Jesuits. They control everything. They get their men into the Prot¬ 
estant ministry and everywhere to gain their ends.” 102 The Jesuits and 
the capitalist class, said Frank M. Boyd, constitute a “Monarchial [sic] 
Party” which controlled Congress and would one day “invade the United 
States with armed mobs of immigrants from Europe, Asia and 
Africa.” 103 
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The Pentecostal Holiness Church adopted a resolution charging that the 
Pope falsely claimed the right “to dictate all the affairs of all nations and 
governments of the whole world,” and pledged itself to “unflinching 
warfare against the encroachment of the Roman Catholic Church.” 104 

No Roman Catholic should ever be President of the United States, said 
the Pentecostal Evangel , because of the Catholic teaching that “the pope 
is sovereign” and “the Church is above the State, yea, she is the State,” 
and because “the Romanist owes allegiance to the church and its laws 
first.” The same periodical maintained that Mussolini and Fascism were 
“backed by the whole strength of the Roman Church,” but later, 
when Fascist gangs instigated anti-Catholic riots in Italy in 1931, it was 
declared that “Rome must reap what she has sown. . . . We are seeing 
a great shaking of everything that is not of God.” 105 Hitler was per¬ 
secuting Protestants, said the Latter Rain Evangel , but he signed a Con¬ 
cordat with the Pope and refrained from interfering in any way with 
Catholicism. As a result numerous Protestant ministers were appealing to 
the Pope for admission into the Roman Catholic Church. Commenting on 
the persecution of the Roman Catholic and Greek Orthodox churches in 
the Soviet Union, the same writer said, “The Mother of Harlots, the 
great whore has been judged in Russia.” 106 The extreme anti- 
Catholicism of early Pentecostalism became much more muted in later 
years, but a strong undercurrent has persisted. 107 

Pentecostals were equally critical of various heterodox or quasi-Chris¬ 
tian sects and cults, some of which, according to Norman Cohen Beskin 
were financed by the Jesuits. 108 Among these “False Prophets,” “Lying 
Wonders,” “delusions of Satan,” and “Devil’s Revivals,” which, as 
one might expect, were preparing the way for the Antichrist, were Chris¬ 
tian Science, New Thought, the Emmanuel Movement, Father Divine’s 
Peace Movement, Theosophy, Spiritualism, Russellism (Jehovah’s Wit¬ 
nesses), Unity, Mormonism, Swedenborgianism, Campbellism, Uni- 
tarianism, and Universalism. Numbers of Pentecostals were apparently 
being “deceived” into adhering to these movements, especially Christian 
Science, the Father Divine movement, and Spiritualism. Given the em¬ 
phasis upon miracles generally and divine healing and Spirit-inspired 
speech in particular, this is quite understandable. 109 

Spiritualism was undoubtedly considered the greatest of all threats to 
Pentecostalism because it was “the Devil’s counterfeit ... of the gifts 
of the Holy Spirit.” The similarities between Pentecostalism and Spiritu¬ 
alism explain why people found transit from one to the other fairly easy. 
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Pentecostals gave full credence to Spiritualist claims of healing, material¬ 
izing spirits, speaking under the power of the spirits, and conversing with 
the dead. But these were “Satan’s lying wonders” wrought to “deceive 
the very elect,” and were not the work of the Holy Spirit, as was the case 
in Pentecostal meetings. Spiritualists were demon-posessed. “Satan hates 
God’s people,” said F. J. Lee, “He also abhors the works of God in this 
Holy Ghost dispensation. He wants to introduce his work as being Pen¬ 
tecostal in order to deceive and frighten people away from the gen¬ 
uine.” 110 

/ " In the Pentecostal mind, nearly all religions growing out of the Chris¬ 
tian tradition were anti-Christian, but the Jews were merely non-Chris¬ 
tian, the “lost sheep” who would one day turn to faith in Christ. Those 
who had apostacized from the faith were accountable and contemptible, 
those who had never had faith were not. The Pentecostals had a feeling of 
kinship toward the Jews who were, in their view, God’s original “tree of 
Israel” into which the Pentecostals themselves had been grafted as the 
“spiritual Israel.” Because they believed that the return of the Jews to 
their ancient homeland in Palestine was a necessary precondition for the 
Second Coming, they were actually Zionists. It is somewhat surprising 
then to find the Assemblies of God (at least) swept into anti-Semitism. In 
1920, that denomination’s periodical reprinted an address by D. M. Pat¬ 
ton before the 48th conference of the London Prophetical Society in 
which the spurious Protocols of the Elders of Zion were given full cre¬ 
dence. In a prefatory note, Stanley H. Frodsham wrote, 

In a recent issue of the Evangel in an article on Israel’s Peril, there was a 
quotation from the London Times, “No one who knows the facts can deny 
the Jews have supplied the brains and directing power of the present Bolshe¬ 
vist regime so fiercely maintained by torture and massacre.” The address 
given below goes to show that back of all this, fifteen years ago, there was a 
deep laid plot prepared, which had as its purpose the bringing about of a 
great world upheaval and the setting up of a great, universal Dictator, “a 
King-Despot of the blood of Zion.” The events of the past six years have 
been so much on the line of the terms of the plot, as revealed by these Pro¬ 
tocols or secret documents of the Elders of Zion, that even worldly men are 
sitting up and taking notice, and prophetic students who are conversant with 
Daniel and Revelation, cannot but be struck with the likeness of this plot 
with the things already revealed concerning the antichrist and his plans. 1 n 

In subsequent articles, Frodsham denounced the “atheistic, anti-Chris¬ 
tian Masonic Jewish Conspiracy” and referred to Trotsky and the Soviet 
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commissars as “apostate Jews.” But by the 1930’s the Pentecostal 
Evangel was publishing articles that condemned anti-Semitism and pro¬ 
nounced the Protocols “Antichristian Propaganda Against the Jewish 
People.” 112 By 1940 Frodsham, acting officially for the Assemblies of 
God, signed a resolution against anti-Semitism along with the editors of 
“all the leading Fundamentalist papers and the heads of all the leading 
Fundamentalist-Bible schools.” Replying to an article in the New Repub¬ 
lic that characterized the Assemblies of God as anti-Semitic, Frodsham 
said that the Pentecostal Evangel had published numerous articles expos¬ 
ing the Protocols as “a forgery and a fake” and that the official As¬ 
semblies position was “that no one can be a true Christian and at the 
same time hate and persecute Jews.” 113 

Frodsham did not, unfortunately, acknowledge that this was a reversal 
of the Assemblies former stance. Nor did he mention his inability to per¬ 
suade Cecil J. Lowry, then principal of the Assemblies Southwestern 
Bible Institute at Fort Worth, to fall in line with the new policy. Frod- 
sham’s own sincerity, however, cannot be doubted. “It certainly would 
be a most terrible thing,” he wrote to Lowry, “if you . . . should poison 
the youth who attend that institute with the awful virus of anti-Semitism, 
which to me is the greatest menace that we have before us in America at 
this time.” 114 

The shift away from anti-Semitism was undoubtedly facilitated by Nor¬ 
man Cohen Beskin, a converted Jewish Pentecostal whose articles ap¬ 
peared in several Pentecostal periodicals. Yet Beskin himself was not en¬ 
tirely free of anti-Jewish prejudice. In an expose of the Protocols, Beskin 
reminded his readers that “the Jew has given you the Bible, he has given 
you the Gospel and the Christ, he gave you the apostles and all that is 
valuable and precious to you as Christians.” He went on to discredit the 
anti-Semitic myths that said Jews owned the greatest wealth and con¬ 
trolled the world's money (“Is Morgan a Jew? Is the Chase National Jew¬ 
ish? Is Rockefeller a Jew, or Andrew Mellon?”); that they owned the 
biggest newspapers and the largest stores and that their manipulations had 
caused the Depression (“the brain-child of a crazy man”); and finally 
that there was an international Jewish conspiracy as outlined in the Pro¬ 
tocols. Disappointingly, however, Beskin also said, 

The Jew has contributed much to the nations, but let me say, to my sorrow, 
that out of all proportion to our pecentage of population there are altogether 
too many Jewish socialists and anarchists. Out of all proportion, there are 
too many atheistic preachers and lecturers among the Jews. Columbia Uni- 
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versity is the most atheistic university in America. In all the history of Amer¬ 
ican Congress we have had only three socialistic congressmen and all three 
of them were Jews. It is a shame, but it is true ... if our Jewish leaders, 
instead of running around and decrying Hitler, would call upon all Jews to 
be true, loyal citizens, and be thankful for the priveleges we enjoy, rather 
than to spread socialism and communism in America much more good would 
be accomplished. 115 

Though perhaps unintentionally, Beskin’s argument implied that the po¬ 
litical dissent of certain Jews was somehow attributable to their Jewish¬ 
ness. Some lingering traces of anti-Semitism continued to plague the 
movement, but its record on this issue is probably about as good as most 
Christian communions and certainly contrasts with that of the “Apostles 
of Discord.’’ 116 

, The Pentecostals’ nearly wholesale rejection of other religions and their 
perverse defiance of religious custom and sensibility must be seen not only 
as an expression of hostility toward religious authority, but also as a dis¬ 
torted expression of rebelliousness against authority in general. But this 
potentially revolutionary impulse was misdirected since, given the separa¬ 
tion of state and church (such as it is) and the pluralistic structure of 
religion in America, an assault upon religious authority could not easily 
be transformed into an assault upon political and economic authority as it 
could in those European countries where a single church having privi¬ 
leged connections with the state had a virtual monopoly on religion. The 
effect of Pentecostal criticism was largely conservative in that it made 
very little impact and left the structure of American religion intact. But 
there was also a deeply reactionary character to Pentecostal religious criti¬ 
cism. Their commitment to separation of church and state and to religious 
freedom must be evaluated in the light of their unmistakable and gross 
religious intolerance. 

It should be recognized, of course, that the hostility, aggressiveness 
and rebelliousness we have been examining were largely unconscious to 
the Pentecostals themselves. In their own eyes they were filled with 
peace, contentment, happiness, and love for all men. This was a neces¬ 
sary defense mechanism against the breakthrough of those contradictory 
urges which if expressed would arouse retaliation or fears of retaliation. 
When denial was inadequate in the face of the explicit content of the Pen¬ 
tecostal pronouncements of doom upon the world and all its works, they 
would rationalize. It was not, after all, the Pentecostals who wanted to 
destroy the world. They greatly regretted that it would happen and were 
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doing all they could to save people from the wrath to come. Nor was their 
God only a God of vengeance, but also a God of love who wanted to save 
sinners and had sacrificed his only Son to do so. Those who rejected 
God’s (and the Pentecostals’) love were solely responsible for the coming 
destruction of the world and their own eternal damnation. By such means 
Pentecostalism provided a social and ideological environment in which 
the expression of hostility was legitimized and rendered free of retaliatory 
apprehensions. 

The apparently curious mingling of revolutionary and conservative im¬ 
pulses in Pentecostal social attitudes reflects an underlying conflict be¬ 
tween rebelliousness and submissiveness toward authority that is espe¬ 
cially typical of the lower social classes in capitalist society. The natural 
and logical outlet for the rebellious impulses of the Pentecostals was 
struggle against those who were chiefly responsible for the adverse social 
circumstances that lay at the root of their discontent: the capitalist class 
and its surrogate, the state. But they were powerless to struggle, not only 
because of the stength and determination of their real adversaries, but 
also because, given their class position, they lacked the necessary percep¬ 
tion, means and self-confidence to do so. The length and quality of their 
education virtually precluded perception of the structure of social rela¬ 
tionships and their place within it. Their intellectual and material poverty 
sharply diminished their means of resistance. And the rebellious-submis¬ 
sive character structure typical of their class found its ultimate expression 
in submissiveness toward political and economic authority, largely be¬ 
cause of the effects of their pietistic, Holiness upbringing and of their in¬ 
ternalization of Pentecostal ideology. 

External realities and internal psychic structure combined to compel the 
Pentecostals to repress their urge to rebel against those who were the real 
objects of that urge. Repression was an act of self-defense against the re¬ 
taliation of the state and the capitalist class, and against the fears and self- 
condemnation that would surely accompany rebellion. 

But the rebellious urge could not be successfully repressed. It broke 
through the repression in forms that contained both the original impulse 
and the repression itself. Defiance of state authority in the form of resis¬ 
tance to military service and condemnation of the political process were 
combined with absolute subservience to the state in all other matters. 
Castigation of the rich and the corporations went hand in hand with de¬ 
nunciation of labor unions, socialism, and communism. In both cases 
subservience prevailed because even these muted expressions of revolu¬ 
tionary sentiment were too threatening for the Pentecostals to sustain. 



222 


VISION OF THE DISINHERITED 


Consequently, their hostile and aggressive impulses were almost entirely 
displaced from the world of politics and work to the world of religion. 

The Pentecostals had much justification for criticizing the established 
denominations, which, after all, had for the most part failed to fulfill their 
obligations to the poor, the immigrants, and racial and ethnic minorities. 
But the disproportionate and unfair character of Pentecostal deprecations 
of the mainline churches and of religious groups with which they had had 
little or no contact suggests that their hostility was fed by some source 
other than their legitimate religious grievances. That source was their 
very real political and economic grievances. The repressed hostility aris¬ 
ing from these found partial release initially in the thinly veiled attacks on 
state and capital that we have examined. But much of it was released in 
criticism of the religious order. Here defiance could be open, unbridled, 
and uncompromised by the urge to submit, because religious institutions 
could not really punish them. But the mainline churches could and did ig¬ 
nore and isolate them. Thwarted of any real satisfaction by these tactics, 
the Pentecostals, as we have seen, turned the main thrust of their aggres¬ 
sive impulses against one another, while continuing, however, to cas¬ 
tigate other religious groups as well. Only later, when Pentecostals began 
to experience improvement in their social circumstances and to move into 
/{he middle classes, would their intolerant assault on other religious 
groups and their fratricidal brawling decline. Improvement in their eco¬ 
nomic conditions and in their social relationships meant the reduction of 
frustration and, thus, the drying up of the springs of bitterness. 

Pentecostalism was a movement born of radical social discontent, 
which, however, expended its revolutionary impulses in veiled, ineffec¬ 
tual, displaced attacks that amounted to withdrawal from the social strug¬ 
gle and passive acquiescence to a world they hated and wished to escape. 
Their aggressive hostility was in fact what Frederick Cople Jaher termed 
“the bitterness of those who submit to what they hate .” 117 Their social 
powerlessness was transformed into feelings of religious powerlessness, 
and its solution was sought through tapping the source of all power in the 
Baptism in the Holy Spirit. The social consequence of the movement was 
diametrically opposite to its unconscious intent. Pentecostalism was an 
instrument forged by a segment of the working class out of protest against 
a social system that victimized them, but it functioned in a way that per¬ 
petuated that very system. A potential challenge to the social system was 
transformed into a bulwark of it. 



XII 


The Sources and Functions of Pentecostalism 


A more systematic treatment of the questions that have guided us 
throughout this study is now in order. Why did the Pentecostal movement 
arise? What were the conditions for its emergence and survival? Why did 
it take the particular form that it did? Why were people attracted to it and 
why did they remain in it? What was its significance for Christendom and 
the larger American society? The evidence on which my answers to these 
questions are based is by now familiar to the reader, but I frankly ac¬ 
knowledge the interpretive character of my conclusions. 

Beginning at the most general level, Pentecostalism may be viewed as 
one small part of a widespread, long-term protest against the whole thrust 
of modern urban-industrial capitalist society. That protest often took the 
form of a many-sided reaction against “modernity. ” During the past cen¬ 
tury, science and technology through the processes of industrialization 
and urbanization have profoundly altered all aspects of life. Revolutions 
in the means of production were accompanied by the growth of huge, 
complex, and impersonal social institutions, and by increasing social and 
spatial mobility. Vast hosts of people were shunted from farm to city, 
from continent to continent, and from one style of life to another. 

Adjustment to new environments and occupations, even when it 
brought material benefits, levied its toll on the spiritual resources of mod¬ 
em man. The liberal, secular culture of the modem Western world gave 
rise to widespread malaise and despair. The articulation of dissatisfaction 
with modernity by “alienated intellectuals” has a history dating back 
some 150 years; 1 but such dissatisfaction was expressed by other social 
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classes in the form of mass movements of dissent. Such movements have 
often displayed reactionary tendencies toward modernity, and have drawn 
their strongest support from those agrarian, artisan, and small entrepre¬ 
neurial classes most adversely affected by urban-industrial change. 2 

Adjustment of these preindustrial classes to modem society has often 
taken “archaic” or “primitive” forms in which religious beliefs and cus¬ 
toms figured prominently. Some working class groups in America drew 
on their religious heritage to create labor organizations, infusing them 
with religious values and thereby assisting in the transit from preindustrial 
to modern modes of thought and action. 3 

But this course was not readily available to all workers. Some held 
religious convictions too rigid to allow application to mundane problems 
and were too deeply attached to individualism to adopt collective tech¬ 
niques. Farm and labor organizations were often regarded as but expres¬ 
sions of that modernity which had disrupted their lives. At any rate, they 
lacked the resources to create such organizations and they were barred 
from joining existing ones by their unskilled and semi-skilled status, and 
by racial and ethnic antipathies. The response of such groups was often to 
withdraw from the sphere of economic and political activity to resolve 
their problems religiously. The Pentecostals responded in just this fash¬ 
ion. 

Although the most severe strictures of the Pentecostals were reserved 
for the Church, one may discern a deeply-rooted, underlying mood of 
profound cultural despair. The Pentecostals’ fundamental charge against 
the Church was that it had accommodated itself to “the world.” When 
they protested against Higher Criticism, Darwinism, and the Social Gos¬ 
pel, against ecumenicism and declining morality in the Church, they were 
in fact protesting scientific rationalism, bureaucracy, and secularism. In 
short, what they deplored in the Church were those very characteristics that 
typify modern urban culture. Even their choice of words for all they 
deemed contemptible in the Church—“modernism” and “worldli¬ 
ness”—reflects this. 

But the Pentecostal movement can hardly be explained by the overall 
development of capitalist society spanning the whole of American his¬ 
tory. We must narrow our focus to the period from about 1890 to 1925 
during which the movement emerged and took shape. These were years 
of transition from the competitive, entrepreneurial phase of capitalism to 
its monopolistic, bureaucratic phase. The major crisis of that transition 
occured in the 1890’s. The general economic depression from 1893 to 
1896 brought labor-capital class conflict and farmer militancy of unprece- 
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dented proportions. The period of recovery found the nation enmeshed in 
the problems of urbanization, mass immigration, the trusts, war with 
Spain, and involvement in global expansionism. The general social tur¬ 
moil was accompanied by a major crisis of religious faith centering pri¬ 
marily upon the “Higher Criticism,” evolutionary theory, and the social 
role of the Church. 4 

The crisis of the 90’s and its aftermath gave rise to numerous protest 
movements, the most important of which were Populism and Progres- 
sivism. These movements contained both secular and religious elements. 
They brought concrete changes in society and accommodations to it. In 
varying degrees they were at once realistic and unrealistic, progressive, 
conservative, and reactionary. The Holiness and Pentecostal movements, 
however, were almost wholly religious, and conservative or reactionary. 
They not only stood aside from the more realistic efforts of other move¬ 
ments to improve social conditions, but condemned them. 

It was during the depression of the 90’s and the decade following that 
the Holiness movement broke from the mainline churches and developed 
independently. The Pentecostal movement reached a peak during the 
“panic” of 1907, experienced a resurgence at the time of the 1913-14 
recession, and another during the post-World War I period of economic 
dislocation. While a purely mechanistic economic interpretation should 
be avoided, the coincidence of the Holiness and Pentecostal revivals with 
national economic decline can not have been entirely accidental. 

However, if economic dislocation alone “caused ” the Pentecostal 
movement, how could we explain its survival and growth, even at a 
slower rate, during years of prosperity? Widespread economic crisis did 
indeed contribute to spurts in Pentecostal growth, but its underlying 
source is not to be found in the general socio-economic conditions of na¬ 
tional life, but rather in the specific circumstances of the working poor 
from whose ranks the Pentecostal movement drew the overwhelming bulk 
of its recruits. 

The working poor included those regularly employed, sporadically 
employed and seldom employed. 5 They were mostly semi-skilled and 
unskilled workers who made up the urban and rural proletariat of indus¬ 
trial capitalism. They constituted the lowest base of the work force of the 
nation, and also a free-floating labor reserve. As a class, they were 
brought into being by the movement of rural Americans to the city and by 
the influx of masses of immigrants during the period of transition from 
competitive to monopoly capitalism. 

The impoverished farmers of the Southern uplands and the rural mi- 
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grants in urban areas—native and immigrant—who flocked to the Pen¬ 
tecostal standard were but a fraction of a crippled and displaced interna¬ 
tional agrarian proletariat produced by the urban-industrialization of the 
Western world in the latter part of the 19th century. Lines of steel were 
thrown out to open up vast new grain and livestock regions in Russia, 
Australia, Argentina, and the central Canadian-American plains, and 
steam-driven ships plied the oceans to link those regions to a new world¬ 
wide agrarian market. The expansion of production resulting from this 
transportation revolution and from the increasing use of mechanized and 
scientific farming techniques glutted the world market and sent agricul¬ 
tural prices plumeting. The farmer, largely ignorant of the operations of 
the new market that enmeshed him, was everywhere at bay. For farmers 
in marginal regions like Appalachia and the Ozarks, Southwestern Nor¬ 
way and Sicily, Alberta and the Mexican-American border, who hardly 
lived above the edge of subsistence even in the best of time, the agricul¬ 
tural crisis assumed catastrophic proportions. 6 Coming as they did from 
diverse racial and ethnic, regional and religious backgrounds, the work- 
l/ing poor—and the Pentecostals—had at least two things in common. 
First, they came largely from rural-agrarian origins and experienced ei¬ 
ther the culture shock of transplantation to urban areas or, in the case of 
those who remained on the land, the pain of adjustment to conditions of 
rural decay stemming from urban-industrialization. In either case, the 
Pentecostals were most often found among those who suffered, both ma¬ 
terially and spiritually, from the effects of modernity. They faced all 
those social and psychological problems involved in either breaking into 
modern urban culture or in its breaking in upon them in rural environ¬ 
ments. 

/ r Second, their adjustment to new and changing circumstances was ex¬ 
acerbated by their generally low social status. For a preponderant major¬ 
ity of the working poor—and, again, of the Pentecostals—were either 
Negroes, recent immigrants, or marginal farmers of the Southern 
uplands. Blacks and immigrants, especially those from Southern and 
Eastern Europe and from Latin America, stood beyond the pale of white 
Anglo-Saxon Protestant American society; and the native white agrarians 
were hardly accorded a much higher status owing to their impoverished 
economic and cultural background. 

The working poor generally were ill-equipped either to perceive their 
position in the social order or to alter it even if they had perceived it. 
They were educated poorly or not at all. They had little or no command 
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of the English language. They had minimal access to the technologies and 
social institutions by which change could be effected. Moreover, the 
working poor were aided but little by the progressive reforms of the era 
or by periods of general prosperity. In absolute terms, the working poor 
as a class have no doubt experienced some improvement in their standard 
of living in the course of this century, but their relative social position has 
remained unchanged. Indeed, some have sunk into a new class of perma¬ 
nently unemployed welfare clients. 

Because of their position on the margins of the social order and their 
inadequate access to the means for ameliorating their conditions of exis¬ 
tence, many of the working poor have responded to their situation in 
ways that have been labeled anti-social, escapist, and unrealistic. In fact, 
they are at once protests against their alienated, relatively impoverished 
social position and attempts to alter it or, at least, temporarily ease its 
painful effects. Among these responses are crime, delinquency, violence, 
heavy drinking, drug addiction, gambling, prostitution, sexual promiscu¬ 
ity, and extremely other-worldly religion. Moral and ethical judgments of 
the difference between the last of these—religion—and the others should 
not be allowed to obscure its functional equivalence. Nor should the oc¬ 
currence of these activities at all levels of society prevent us from recog¬ 
nizing their higher incidence and their prominence relative to alternative 
behavior patterns at the lowest levels of society. We are justified, I think, 
in regarding these activities as typical responses of the working poor to 
their social situation. 

Although the working poor have constituted a near-permanent potential 
constituency for the Pentecostal movement, and one that was enlarged 
and made more receptive in periods of economic setback, only a rela¬ 
tively small proportion of them actually became Pentecostals. Thus, 
while an understanding of the conditions of the working poor as a whole 
moves us closer to an explanation of the Pentecostal movement, it does 
not in itself explain it. How were those who became Pentecostals dif¬ 
ferent from those who did not? 

Many, including some who were neither poor nor socially alienated, 
were predisposed to the movement by some personal crisis which they 
could not resolve, such as the death of a relative or friend, illness, marital 
and career failures. Such crises, as we have seen in the case of the early 
Pentecostal leaders, have probably been typical of converts to Pen- 
tecostalism to the present day. 7 If a Pentecostal proselytizer happened 
along at the appropriate moment, personal crisis alone was at times suf- 
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ficient to lead one into the movement. 8 Yet, before World War II, it was 
unlikely that any but the socially deprived would have had the close per¬ 
sonal contact with a Pentecostal necessary for recruitment. Thus, personal 
crisis was ordinarily linked to social deprivation in those who became 
Pentecostals. Their personal crisis grew out of problems shared by the 
working poor so that a Pentecostal of similar circumstances who seemed 
to have found a solution to his problems might gain a ready hearing. Still, 
personal crisis and social deprivation have characterized many more non- 
Pentecostals than Pentecostals. 

By far the most important difference between those working poor who 
became Pentecostals and the much greater number who did not was the 
religious orientation of the former. The religious component of their cul¬ 
tural heritage set the Pentecostals apart and largely determined their 
unique response to the common problems of the working poor. Despite 
the variety of their former religious affiliations, those who became Pen¬ 
tecostals brought with them a general agreement that religion was a mat¬ 
ter of “the heart” in which miracle and wonder held a central place. 
They were believers in the “religion of the Spirit” before they came into 
contact with Pentecostalism. Those few who were led into the movement 
by personal crisis alone quickly acquired the emotional, supematuralistic 
outlook that had not been a part of their own religious background. But 
the vast majority of recruits to Pentecostalism came from the Holiness 
movement, from emotional, evangelical, and revivalistic Protestant back¬ 
grounds or from the more crudely superstitious forms of Catholicism^ 

As the Pentecostal movement became institutionalized, it drew recruits 
from higher levels of the class structure. But this happened only in the 
larger, more stable Pentecostal denominations and, even in these, not to 
any great extent until after World War II. Even today, it is very likely 
that the working poor constitute a larger proportion of Pentecostalism 
than they do of mainline Protestantism. Thus, the Pentecostal movement 
fits the classic pattern of sects that arise primarily among the socially 
deprived and later develop “churchly” characteristics as the deprivation 
of its membership is ameliorated. 9 

The contemporary neo-Pentecostal movement has apparently not drawn 
its constituency primarily from the same social classes as the early move¬ 
ment. Some regard this as undermining the validity of deprivation theory 
as applied to the current neo-Pentecostal movement, and, by implication, 
the early Pentecostal movement as well. 10 

There is no doubt, however, that material and social deprivation plus 
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an animistic religious outlook combined to predispose most of the recruits 
to the early Pentecostal movement. The neo-Pentecostals do not suffer the 
material deprivation of the early Pentecostals, but they may suffer a real 
or imagined deprivation of respect and prestige. I would hazard the hy¬ 
pothesis that status deprivation and an anti-rationalist, anti-bureaucratic— 
i.e., anti-modem—temper has combined to predispose most of the re¬ 
cruits to the neo-Pentecostal movement. Pentecostals, old and new, have 
typically testified that before their conversion to Pentecostalism they felt 
empty and hungry for God or for something they could not articulate. In 
short, they felt deprived. 11 

The problems preventing the working poor generally from gaining 
access to the technologies and social institutions necessary for effecting 
social change were exacerbated in the case of the Pentecostals. The Pen¬ 
tecostal movement rejected the early-19th-century fusion of religious re¬ 
vivalism and social reform. Indeed, revivalism and social reform were set 
in opposition to each other in Pentecostal thought. The Salvation of indi¬ 
viduals was the true gospel; the salvation of society—the Social Gospel— 
was the false gospel. 

Pentecostal believers left the churches, refused to join unions, lodges, 
political parties, and indeed all institutions that might have been able to 
modify their social circumstances, because of their deeply ingrained 
taboo against “worldly” involvements. In short, rejecting all secular 
solutions to their problems, they found in Pentecostalism a religious reso¬ 
lution that was almost wholly other-worldly, symbolic, and psycho¬ 
therapeutic. 

The Pentecostal response consisted of a mixture of millenarianism and 
ecstasy. Either of these elements may arise at various levels of a social 
order undergoing some general crisis. In the upper reaches of the class 
structure they are likely to be attenuated and independent of one another. 
At lower levels they are intensified and more often combined. 

Millenarianism proclaimed the existing world to be wicked and beyond 
redemption by any human efforts. As we have seen, this view accurately 
reflected the real social world of the Pentecostals. But even more gener¬ 
ally, it reflected the real world of most of the working poor and that of 
many others whose lives were disrupted by the crisis of the 1890’s and its 
aftermath. Thus, the millenarian response was prominent in the contem¬ 
poraneous Adventist, Jehovah’s Witness and Holiness movements, which 
drew their following largely from the same social base as the Pentecos- 
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tals, and in the Keswick-Fundamentalist movement, which reached into 
the middle class. 

Millenarianism also predicted the imminent destruction of this world 
and the creation of a new one. This answered perfectly to the psycholo¬ 
gical needs and aspirations of those whose social world was indeed col¬ 
lapsing and, from their standpoint, worthy of destruction. The aggressive 
hostilities generated by their frustrating social experience found expres¬ 
sion and satisfaction in the rhetorical destruction of the world and of 
those who rejected and exploited the Pentecostals. The coming world of 
inverted social categories in which “the first will be last and the last will 
be first,” would bring their final triumph and vindication, the satisfaction 
of their desire for respect and a better life. Pentecostalism was indeed an 
oblique expression of social protest. 

Ecstasy was combined with millenarianism in the Pentecostal move¬ 
ment. 12 Yet ecstasy was waning in the Holiness movement and almost to¬ 
tally absent from the Adventist, Witness, and Keswick-Fundamentalist 
movements. These movements found the millenarian response alone suf¬ 
ficient, because they emphasized the cognitive and ethical dimensions of 
Christianity to the virtual exclusion of the emotional. Since ecstasy and 
millenarianism have, more often than not, been combined in lower-class 
religious movements in societies undergoing severe crisis, it was Pen¬ 
tecostalism, rather than these, which conformed to the norm. 13 For the 
Pentecostals, the problems arising from a social milieu substantially simi¬ 
lar to that of the adherents of these other movements, could only be 
resolved by a millenarianism of emotional power and ecstatic dimensions. 

The predisposition to ecstasy, then, is directly related to the relative 
emphasis given to the emotional component of religion. Where cultural 
tradition defines religion as primarily “of the heart” or “of the Spirit,” 
ecstasy is implicit and struggles to become explicit. Ecstasy was present 
in virtually every American revival movement from the Great Awakening 
to the Pentecostal movement. All taught a crisis experience of salvation 
which brought forth the ecstatic response in many converts. Ecstasy was 
perhaps even more frequent and more intense in those revival movements 
that fostered still a second crisis experience called sanctification. Even 
today the psychological effects of ecstasy, though rarely the physical, 
may be found among those converts to evangelical and fundamentalist 
groups that teach a crisis salvation experience in which “Christ comes 
into your heart” and one is “bom again of the Spirit.” What we find in 
Pentecostalism are simply the more extreme psychological and physical 
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phenomena springing from a very full development of the ecstatic poten¬ 
tiality of all religion “of the heart” and “of the Spirit.” 

Once present, ecstasy, like millenarianism, fluctuates in relation to the 
socio-economic fortunes of its devotees. The poorer, more dislocated and\ 
despised, the more marginal and highly mobile such people are in the 
social order, the more extreme will be their ecstatic response. 

This certainly was the case with the Fentecostals in relation to all other 
religious groups in which ecstasy and millenarianism can be found. But it 
was also true within the Pentecostal movement itself. Those Pentecostal 
groups, like the Assemblies of God, that first achieved a modicum of sta¬ 
bility and realized some improvement in their social circumstances, were 
the first in which ecstasy began to subside. On the other hand, less stable 
and newer groups, like the Oneness organizations, that were composed 
almost entirely of the most impoverished and socially ostracized Pen- 
tecostals, were characterized by a higher degree of ecstasy. Also, the 
degree of ecstasy in the parent Church of God (Cleveland, Tennessee) 
was lower than that in each of its schismatic offspring at the time they 
broke away. Then, too, the Pentecostal movement as a whole experi¬ 
enced a new wave of ecstasy during the Depression when masses of new 
converts were recruited into it from the lowest social classes. Today, ec¬ 
stasy is most pronounced in independent storefront Pentecostal missions 
among blacks and recent Hispanic immigrants. 

For the Pentecostals, as for many adherents of similar religious move¬ 
ments, ecstasy was a mode of adjustment to highly unstable social cir¬ 
cumstances over which they had little or no control. When men cannot 
adjust to their environment by reason and action, they fall back upon 
symbolic manipulation and the inner world of desire and imagination. 
The most extreme form of this is ecstasy—being “outside one’s self” 
and one’s real world. 14 In the dissociated experience of “the Baptism” 
the Pentecostals symbolically expressed their disorganized, chaotic social 
circumstances, and were thus better able to accommodate to them. 

Millenarian and ecstatic elements, in however diluted forms, were 
present in the evangelical Protestant consensus of the 19th century from 
which the Pentecostal movement emerged by way of the Holiness move¬ 
ment. Yet, while the Pentecostals were influenced by this tradition, then- 
main inspiration came from the fountainhead of Christian ecstatic mille¬ 
narianism: the Bible, and, in particular, the Acts of the Apostles, the First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, the Revelation of St. John and, to a lesser ex¬ 
tent, Daniel. 
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The Pentecostals were a people of “the Book,” avidly reading it over 
and over in a crudely literal manner. They also read Pentecostal, Holi¬ 
ness, and other Fundamentalist literature that confirmed their naive under¬ 
standing of the Bible. The Pentecostals used Acts and I Corinthians as 
their guides to the present, and Revelation and Daniel as their guides to 
the future. 

There is little that can be found in early Pentecostal ecstatic- 
millenarianism that cannot be found in these Biblical writings. Ecstatic- 
millenarianism was a central feature of early Christianity and of early 
Pentecostalism. Yet in the early Church rational and ethical elements 
soon predominated, while those features were distinctly minimal in early 
Pentecostalism. Ecstatic-millenarianism was central to early Pen¬ 
tecostalism because the Pentecostals self-consciously sought to duplicate 
that aspect of the life of the early Church, but also because the early Pen¬ 
tecostals stood in much the same relationship to their society as the Apos¬ 
tolic Church had to its. The similarity between the social circumstances 
of the early Christians and those of the early Pentecostals goes a long way 
toward explaining their common preoccupation with the cultivation of ec¬ 
stasy and of millenarian fantasies. 

Non-Pentecostal Christendom has found it extremely difficult to accept 
this. Part of the difficulty arises from an implicit agreement with the Pen¬ 
tecostal view that the Church today should be a replica of the original— 
an ahistorical approach that ignores the inevitability of social change and 
demeans the ability of Christianity to adapt to it. That resistance has also 
reflected the vested interests of the mainline clergy. But of at least equal 
importance is that the middle-class clergy and laity of most established 
Protestant churches cannot “see” the ecstatic-millenarianism that perme¬ 
ates the New Testament because, unlike the Pentecostals, they do not 
have a position in the social order similar to that of the early Christians. 
A frank acknowledgment that the ecstatic-millenarianism of the early 
Church is hardly appropriate for those who have more effective means for 
relating to their world would be far more meritorious than misguided at¬ 
tempts to explain away the obvious ecstatic-millenarian content of the 
New Testament writings. 

The New Testament and Christian history provide examples of a great 
many manifestations of ecstasy other than speaking in tongues. Indeed, 
historically, speaking in tongues has been one of the least common of ec¬ 
static phenomena. Why then was it singled out for emphasis by the Pen¬ 
tecostals? The answer lies partly in the preoccupation of the Holiness 
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movement with the doctrine of Baptism in the Spirit. Once this presumed 
act of grace was redefined by the Keswick wing of Holiness as a baptism 
of power, rather than of purity, and once external physical evidence of it 
was sought, the stage was set for focusing on speaking in tongues. 

Most Keswick-Holiness leaders, like Torrey, abandoned the search for 
incontrovertable physical evidence of “the Baptism,” resting instead on 
the evidences of faith and works. But those who did not, like Parham and 
the students at Bethel College, could not help but “discover” the con¬ 
junction of speaking in tongues and the presence of the Spirit in the Book 
of Acts, as Torrey had earlier done. The doctrine of “the Baptism in the 
Spirit with the initial physical evidence of speaking in tongues” is not in 
the New Testament, and was not adopted by the bulk of Pentecostals until 
some time after the Los Angeles revival of 1906. But the germs of that 
doctrine, the elements from which it was made, may indeed be found in 
Acts and I Corinthians. 

The early Christians had a much more amorphous view of the Spirit than 
the Pentecostals. The Church as described in the New Testament was 
continually “surprised” by the Spirit. No one could tell when the Spirit 
might “fall,” but when it did, its presence could be seen. What could be 
seen, of course, were the physical automatisms resulting from mental dis¬ 
sociation. Among the variety of “manifestations,” however, speaking in 
tongues was clearly regarded as proof positive that one was “filled with 
the Spirit.” 15 There is no suggestion that this was considered the only 
proof, nor that the early Christians believed in a second or third act of 
grace called “the Baptism in the Holy Spirit.” Nevertheless, the conjunc¬ 
tion of speaking in tongues and the presence of the Spirit, rare as it may 
be in the New Testament, is found more often than that of any other 
manifestation and the Spirit. Indeed, if one were to search the New Tes¬ 
tament only for a single specific physical sign of the Spirit’s presence, it 
would be difficult not to find it in speaking in tongues. 

While the Biblical basis for speaking in tongues among Pentecostals is 
fairly clear, the social basis for this specific practice is not. As modern 
society has become more complex and interdependent, a standardized but 
rapidly changing mode of verbal communication has become increasingly 
important in coordinating society’s activities. For the individual, verbal fa¬ 
cility in the use of the argot appropriate for a given situation has become 
a crucial factor in finding a way through the social maze. But those who 
became Pentecostals were lacking in verbal skills because of their mini¬ 
mal access to education and to other social institutions that produce and 
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distribute culture. Here again, their Holiness heritage exacerbated their 
problem by demeaning education and inculcating rigid taboos against 
“worldly” literature, plays, movies, and, later, radio and television. In¬ 
deed, participation in any social or cultural activities that might have 
ameliorated their verbal inadequacy was discouraged if not prohibited. 
More importantly, most of those who became Pentecostals were han¬ 
dicapped by regional, ethnic, racial, and foreign accents, and many who 
were recent immigrants could hardly speak English at all. Minimal com¬ 
mand of the major means of communication in modem urban culture was 
a concomitant of their social position, a means by which they were kept 
there, and a symbol of their social marginality. 

Those who became Pentecostals could no doubt work on reducing or 
eliminating some of the putatively adverse characteristics of their racial, 
ethnic, regional, and cultural heritage such as clothing and eating styles, 
and norms of behavior and belief, but language was more intractable. 
Southern whites and blacks could not readily overcome their accents and 
dialects, nor could recent European and Latin American immigrants hope 
to achieve flawless English. In short, language was a central problem in 
the day-to-day lives of many of those who were drawn to the Pentecostal 
movement. Virtually powerless and speechless in the larger society, they 
found in Pentecostalism power and speech, however illusory, beyond 
their fondest dreams. 

Speaking in tongues is a form of regressive speech. 16 It most closely 
resembles the earlier stages of speech development in infants. Some 
degree of regression is not only normal, but realistic for anyone undergo¬ 
ing great stress. When current patterns of behavior prove inadequate, 
people search backward into their experience in the hope of finding some 
more effective response to their environment. The diverse social stresses 
under which the Pentecostals labored and their specific language problem 
propelled them back in the experience of speaking in tongues to that in¬ 
fant stage of maturation where the first crude attempts at speech had 
indeed been an effective response to their milieu. The gods of childhood 
applauded their first incoherent utterances. The cries and babblings of in¬ 
fancy gave them power over their environment, and the feeling of well¬ 
being. That such feelings of power and happiness are recaptured in the 
experience of speaking in tongues is confirmed by the universal testimony 
of Pentecostals and neo-Pentecostals alike. The presumed approval of 
God, the praise of fellow believers and the awe of many non-believers 
created feelings of self-worth in those denied it in their day-to-day lives. 
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Even hatred and ridicule are rewards for those who are normally accorded 
no attention whatever. Thus, the powerless, voiceless position of the Pen- 
tecostals and the anxieties arising from that position provided a social 
basis for speaking in tongues. 

Needless to say, speaking in tongues contributed little to solving the 
Pentecostals’ real problem of communication in the larger society except, 
perhaps, in inspiring a new self-confidence that had some carry over to 
speech. For the most part, speaking in tongues, by assuaging the psycho¬ 
logical effects of their social experience without appreciably changing it, 
contributed to the perpetuation of the Pentecostals in their social position 
and, hence, the perpetuation of the social basis for Pentecostalism. 

Speaking in tongues also constituted a common Pentecostal “lan¬ 
guage,” bridging the gaps between the many accents, dialects, and lan¬ 
guages of the Pentecostals, and providing a “linguistic” basis for a new 
community of the Spirit. Speaking in tongues has been for the Pentecos¬ 
tals what Latin once was for the Roman Catholic laity: a means for com¬ 
municating attitudes and emotions, but not thought, an expression of 
communal solidarity. 17 

The Pentecostal movement arose and survived because it served a 
number of functions for the Pentecostals, for American Protestantism, 
and for the wider social order. 

The Pentecostal believer, it is clear, derived considerable psychic gain 
from his religion. By fostering the experience of “Baptism in the Holy 
Spirit,” Pentecostalism provided a catharsis for the troubled; by creating 
close-knit, primary religious fellowships, it restored a sense of commu¬ 
nity to the displaced and ostracized; by holding forth the promise of an 
imminent Kingdom, it offered hope and solace for the despairing. These 
benefits were not unalloyed. The gains accruing from “the Baptism” 
tended to preclude adjustments at a psychological level that may have 
done greater service to the total personality. Yet there were many Pen¬ 
tecostals who achieved a new sense of well-being, self-respect, and self- 
confidence, and some whose psychic gains were translated into secular 
gains, however modest. 

Perhaps the chief benefits of the movement went to the Pentecostal 
leaders. They were, for the most part, actual or prospective preachers 
whose careers were blocked by the increasing bureaucratization and 
higher educational requirements in the mainline Protestant denominations 
and, to some extent, even in the Holiness churches. The Pentecostal 
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movement gave such men and women the opportunity for the realization 
of their career aspirations. The unorganized character of the movement 
initially, its later crystallization into myriad organizations, and its disdain 
for any but charismatic qualifications for leadership, created numerous 
positions of prestige with easy access to the ambitious and modestly 
talented. 

To those outside the movement the positive aspects of Pentecostalism 
were often obscured by its severely negative evaluation of other Christian 
groups and of American culture generally. The Pentecostals assaulted not 
only the more extreme Modernists of their day, but all who made the 
slightest attempt to readjust the faith to recent scientific and historical 
findings; anything short of total rejection of Darwinism and Higher Criti¬ 
cism received unequivocal condemnation. They bewailed the abandon¬ 
ment of old-time, camp meeting revivalism as the standard technique for 
evangelization and bitterly condemned the Social Gospel as a perversion 
of the true gospel of individual salvation. They deplored any relaxation of 
the mores of an older, rural-agrarian society. The tone more than the sub¬ 
stance of such Pentecostal criticisms was especially disconcerting to those 
outside the movement. The intemperate and indiscriminate nature of so 
much of what the Pentecostals said and wrote seemed to belie their claim 
to superior Christian experience and character. 

It is hardly surprising that Christendom as a whole chose to ignore the 
Pentecostal movement in quiet disdain for half a century, or that some 
Holiness and hard-core Fundamentalists kept up an intermittent assault 
upon it as a heretical or anti-Christian cult. 

Yet Pentecostalism, along with other emotional and fundamentalist 
movements, inadvertantly served the interests of the mainline denomina¬ 
tions. The Pentecostal movement opposed the trend toward increasing bu¬ 
reaucratization in the major denominations—a trend that paralleled the 
secular movement toward monopoly capitalism. It is not too fanciful, I 
think, to suggest that the relationship between the sects and the mainline 
denominations has been similar to that between small entrepreneurial 
businesses and the giant corporations; between competitive capitalism and 
monopoly capitalism. During the late 19th and early 20th centuries the 
larger Protestant denominations were moving toward greater collabo¬ 
ration, inspired by the dream of unity embodied in the Federal Council of 
Churches. 18 The reality, however, was oligopolistic predominance of the 
hierarchies of the half dozen or so largest churches over the whole of 
Protestantism. At the same time, the churches were beset by schismatic 



THE SOURCES AND FUNCTIONS OF PENTECOSTALISM 


237 


movements and the proliferation of small sects that were vehemently op¬ 
posed to this monopolistic trend. These smaller groups, including the 
Pentecostals, constituted a religious petit-bourgeois sector vis-a-vis the 
monopoly-capitalist denominational sector. 


Just as business monopolists accept, even encourage, a small entrepre¬ 
neurial sector that does not really participate in capital accumulation but 
serves certain necessary social functions, so have the religious monopo¬ 
lists accepted a sectarian sector. So long as these sects remain small and 
divided, it is possible for mainline church leaders to actually idealize and 
romanticize them, since they pose no real threat to the established church 
order. 19 Moreover, the sects have assumed the “unprofitable” burden of 
Christianizing the poor. They have moved into the church buildings aban¬ 
doned by the major churches in decaying rural and central-city areas, and 
have thereby freed the denominations to concentrate on the more “profit¬ 
able” urban middle and upper classes. 

The sects minister to those marginal regions, neighborhoods, and so¬ 
cial classes from which no significant economic or prestigious benefit can 
be derived. Hence, the large denominations are perfectly content to allow 
the sects to compete fiercely among themselves for a share of what may 
be a sizeable, but nevertheless “unprofitable” religious “market.” 

The small sects, including the Pentecostals, jealously guard their in¬ 
dependence. Their struggle against the major denominations is a struggle 
to avoid submergence into the religious “proletariat” of the monopolists, 
that is, relegation to church membership or an obscure position in the 
major churches. The sectarian leaders fear the loss of the rewards, how¬ 
ever modest, of leadership in a small religious group. The petit-bourgeois 
fears and aspirations of the sectarians are reflected in the constant schisms 
and mergers that typify the sects. From this perspective, for example, the 
Pentecostal schisms may be seen as entrepreneurial competition for a 
share of the market, while mergers are business expedients to avoid 
dissolution or to dominate a larger share of that market. 

The sects, including Pentecostalism, have also acted as a “safety 
valve” for discontent in the major churches, draining-off their “un¬ 
desirable” church members. The effectual exportation of discontent freed 
the mainline denominations from the need to compromise in their 
headlong accommodation to emergent monopoly-capitalist society. By 
recruiting substantial numbers of the more conservative, fundamentalist 
and pietistic members out of the larger churches, the Pentecostals and 
other sectarians hastened the dominance of “culture religion” within 
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mainline Protestantism. The only other significant opposition to that 
dominance came from those few seminaries where the Social Gospel had 
triumphed. The come-outer sectarians, lacking any socially responsive 
prophetic vision or leadership, became increasingly reactionary and irrel¬ 
evant. The faculty and students of the Social Gospel seminaries, lacking 
any mass social base, became increasingly radical and irrelevant. Both 
developments enabled the major churches to become more nearly the 
dispensers of the ideology of the dominant monopoly-capitalist class: in¬ 
dividualism, nationalism, free enterprise, the rights of capital, and the 
duty of labor to be honest, work hard, sacrifice, and worship Mammon 
and Success. The gospel of conformity to things as they are has been ef¬ 
fectively internalized by masses of Americans in no small part through 
the influence of mainstream Protestantism. 20 

Again, as the business monopolists often profit from innovations devel¬ 
oped in the petit-bourgeois sector, the major churches sometimes capital¬ 
ize upon the innovations of the sects. Pentecostalism, for example, was 
rejected until, with the end of the “revival” of the 1950’s and the impact 
of the anxieties of the 60’s, some in the denominations, despite some 
reluctance, recognized in neo-Pentecostalism an opportunity to enhance 
their waning influence and membership. 21 The innovations of tongue¬ 
speaking, healing, and exorcism have, of course, been modified within 
the churches. They may be practiced only in the “proper” or “Biblical” 
manner, which is to say only in ways that do not greatly offend middle- 
class sensibilities or that do not challenge the existing church order. 

The effects of the Pentecostal movement on the larger social order, 
while certainly not very extensive, have been of some significance. Pen¬ 
tecostalism eased the transit from rural to urban environments of a portion 
of those masses of displaced agrarians from here and abroad who have 
flowed sporadically but continuously into the cities since the late 19th 
century. Pentecostalism was a means of acculturation, providing a buffer 
against the chaotic impact of the urban-industrial milieu upon these mi¬ 
grants. The community of the Spirit was a haven to which the Pentecos- 
tals could repair from the bufferings of their daily experience. By the 
repeated ritual renewal of their ties with an older rural-agrarian religious 
tradition of emotional revivalism, and by the cathartic effects of ecstasy, 
Pentecostalism made it easier for them to function in their new environ¬ 
ment. Moreover, Pentecostalism’s rejection and condemnation of “the 
world” in rhetoric and symbol, in effect, liberated the Pentecostals to 
adapt to that world in practice. 22 
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Pentecostalism has internalized in its adherents those characteristics 
and moral values that the society as a whole subscribes to, but only the 
lower classes are expected to live up to: passivity, obedience, honesty, 
hard work, thrift, self-denial, and sobriety. In short, Pentecostalism has 
served the social function of developing the ideal proletariat for urban-in¬ 
dustrial capitalism—just as other sectarian movements have. 23 And it has 
probably succeeded in doing this among those who had the most dif¬ 
ficulty in acculturating. Religious crisis experiences often involve a 
reorganization of personality, values, and behaviors that enable someone 
to adjust better to the imperatives of his situation. That Pentecostals 
found it necessary to pass through two, three, and sometimes more crisis 
experiences before they could feel at peace, suggests that, in their case, 
acculturation to urban-industrial society was acutely painful. 

Most significantly for the larger society, Pentecostalism has not 
seriously challenged the social order or appreciably changed the relative s' 
position of Pentecostals within it. Their sporadic clashes with local au-^' 
thorities over the holding of religious meetings, and their initial opposi¬ 
tion to bearing arms in World War I should not obscure their overall re¬ 
spect and subservience to “the powers that be.” Aside from these early, 
modest challenges to secular authority, the Pentecostals have been ideal 
workers and citizens in every respect except for their cultivation of ec¬ 
stasy. In the early years, by deploring all political and economic ac¬ 
tivism, Pentecostalism deflected social protest from effective expression, 
and channeled it into the harmless backwaters of religious ideology. 

Thus, Pentecostalism has been a conservative bulwark of the status quo. 

In recent years Pentecostal conservatism has become even more appar¬ 
ent. With Pentecostals voting and joining unions, especially since World 
War II, their preachers, editorialists and church authorities with few ex¬ 
ceptions have endorsed the most conservative political, social, and eco¬ 


nomic policies. Such endorsement is rarely stated explicitly in print, 
since, in public, Pentecostal and neo-Pentecostal spokesmen have either 
been utterly silent or “neutral” on the great social issues of our day. 
Nevertheless, from their conversation and from reading between the lines 
it is clear that the Pentecostals have been decidedly negative on union 
militancy and strikes, mass demonstrations, the anti-war movement, anti- 
racist activism, student protest, movements to end sex discrimination, 
^and countercultural life styles. 24 

Even the presumed “radical” or “extremist” practices of tongues, ex¬ 
orcism, and healing are conservative in effect, because they have kept the 
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Pentecostals busily engaged in activities which have no impact whatever 
on the fundamental political economy or social relations of American so¬ 
ciety, and because they serve to reconcile the Pentecostals to things as 
they are. Because these practices are so “different*’ they have appeared 
to challenge the status quo, but they have been mere rituals of rebellion, 
cathartic mechanisms which in fact stabilize the social order. 

The world of the early Pentecostals was one of share-cropping and 
tenant-farming, of backwoods cabins and ghetto tenements, of poverty 
and unemployment, of crime and vice, of racism and discrimination, of 
grinding, monotonous labor and fatigue, of material squalor and spiritual 
despair. Encumbered with racial and ethnic characteristics that constituted 
ineradicable handicaps in American society, faced with near-insuperable 
social and economic obstacles, restricted by background and opportunity 
from direct assault on the fundamental sources of their unhappy state, 
the Pentecostals found in Pentecostalism not only solace, but meaning 
and purpose for their lives. Rejected by the world, the Pentecostals in 
turn rejected the world. Lacking the skills and opportunities to improve 
their fortunes in this world, they renounced worldly success and devel¬ 
oped their talents within the limits of the community of the Spirit. Denied 
the satisfaction of social relationships devoid of prejudice and condescen¬ 
sion, they found salvation in a sublime experience of union with the 
Divine that carried them above their grueling, insipid lives, and in the 
fantastic contemplation of an imminent reversal of social roles and re¬ 
wards. Like so many other dissenting religious movements in history, the 
early Pentecostal movement weighed church and society in the balance 
and found them wanting. 

The root source of the Pentecostal movement was social discontent. Its 
initial millenarian vision contained within it a rejection of the social order 
and a hope for a new, more just society, but the belief that the Millen¬ 
nium would come without human effort was inimical to the real life inter¬ 
ests of the Pentecostals. The radical social impulse inherent in the vision 
of the disinherited was transformed into social passivity, ecstatic escape, 
and, finally, a most conservative conformity. 
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The general silence concerning Parham's pivotal part in initiating the movement left 
a vacuum that Homer A. Tomlinson, “World Bishop of the Church of God, the Pen¬ 
tecostal and Holiness Movement’’ (The Church of God, Aug. 1, 1967, p. 1), attempted 
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Acts of Grace 


Differing views were held concerning the number of acts of grace (“blessings”), 
the terms used to refer to them, and their meanings. The following somewhat 
oversimplified scheme, in roughly chronological order, may help to minimize the 
confusion: 

1. All Holiness, Keswick, Pentecostal, and Fundamentalist believers held to a 
first act of grace called “Salvation” or the “New Birth,” which meant the for¬ 
giveness of sins through faith in the propitiatory death of Jesus, and the acquisi¬ 
tion of a new, divine nature. 

2. Wesleyan Holiness believers held to a second act of grace (“the Second 
Blessing”) called “Baptism in the Spirit” or “Sanctification,” which meant the 
elimination or minimization of sin in the believer (that is, moral purification). 

3. Keswick Holiness believers held to a second act of grace and also called it 
“Baptism in the Spirit,” but for them it meant a divine “enduement of power” 
for Christian service, especially for “soul-winning.” They rejected the Wesleyan 
view of sanctification that moral purification was an act of grace, and held that it 
was a gradual process. (Later, they also rejected the whole notion of a second act 
of grace, and maintained that the “enduement of power,” like sanctification, was 
a continuing aspect of the Christian life.) 

4. Fire-Baptized Holiness believers held the Wesleyan view and terminology 
on the second act of grace, and introduced a third act of grace called “Baptism in 
(or of) Fire” which meant an “enduement of power.” (That is, what the Kes¬ 
wick movement had considered to be the second act of grace became, under a dif¬ 
ferent name, a third act of grace for the Fire-Baptized people.) 

5. The Pentecostals initially held the Wesleyan view on the second act of grace 
but called it “Sanctification” exclusively, and reserved the term “Baptism in the 
Spirit” for a third act of grace which meant “enduement of power” evidenced by 
some gift of the Spirit (in practice, almost always speaking in tongues). 
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6. A majority of Pentecostais later (c. 1912-14) rejected the Wesleyan position 
on sanctification in favor of the Keswick position, so that what had been the third 
act of grace for Pentecostais became the second act with the same terminology 
and meaning (that is, “Baptism in the Spirit” as an “enduement of power” 
evidenced by spiritual gifts). A minority of Pentecostais continued to hold to the 
original position stated in number 5 above. (These are called “Second Work 
Pentecostais” in distinction from the “Finished Work” majority.) 

7. Still later (c. 1916-20) most American Pentecostais (as distinct from others 
in the world) adopted the view that Baptism in the Spirit was always evidenced by 
speaking in tongues, rather than by any one of the several gifts of the Spirit. 
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Regional Divisions of the United States, 
Bureau of the Census 


New England: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
and Connecticut. 

Middle Atlantic: New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 

East North Central: Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin. 

West North Central: Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Nebraska, and Kansas. 

South Atlantic: Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Virginia, West 
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida. 

East South Central: Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, and Mississippi. 

West South Central: Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, and Texas. 

Mountain: Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, 
and Nevada. 

Pacific: Washington, Oregon, and California. 
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